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PRESERVATIVE 


POPERY. 


The Introduction, 


File ſo many Learned Pens are PT 
to ſuch excelent purpoſe, in anſwering the 
Writings, and confuting the Dottrines and 

Rrattices o the Church of Rome, 1% cannot but think it a 

very uſeful Work to give A, lain Direftions to thoſe, who 

are Unlearned, who have neither Time to Read, nor Money 
to Buy, nor Abilities to Underſtand more Lend Contro- 
verfies. Our Divines indeed have taken great care to write 
fhort Tr als, with A Plainneſs and Perſpicuity; and with 

4 ow wnneceſſar of Learning as may be, to fit them 

better for Co! foxtrh; Saying; ; ESE bad, by 

5 bleſſing of God, wonderful Succeſs ; Popery was never ſo 
enerally underſtood, 'a it wat this day: ; the meaneſt Tradeſ- 

> oder now diſpute againſt 'Po ropery/ weth Jaffrievt, Stif and 

weed not. m1 


* | ,, an 'to- prejudices 
© EL them: pr ry 1 


4 Preſervative acainf POPERT. 
not be at preſent downright to ſtate Fa one Controverſie be- 
tween us, and the Church of Rome, but to direlt our people, 
hiw to ſecure themſelves againft the Att _= of our Roman 
Adverſaries,to check their c _— and df iſputing humour, 
or to them. TI fhallr all hes as lain a —_ 
and as Fei a compaſs as I can, anh lars 

oi op te ſtopthem at the beginning of their Diſput 
econidly, Give foe Riles about the Ld, emi which 


they 7 iſpute , ſuch as Seger ripture, = the Authority 
£2 


of Tas Ancient Fathers and of the _ 
ly , Fr: to their moſt po 
h as the Uncet -£ 'y of the Privefin: gpſog 
be Ea ons of Popery, &c. 
To gre ſome Directions a; to particular 


—_— ES, 


CHAP. F. S.. \ 


How Toſs my proper Diſputing ih 
. Papifts. 


Ow I do not by this mean, that they frould always 
N avoid their company , and run away. from them 

where-ever they meet them, which is very ill Manners 5 
though. it is notadviſcable neither to court ſuch acquain- 
wary. orto-make them our Totimates, when.neither the 
of. Nature ,. nor other Civil or Politica-Rea- 


Co x neceſſary ; for Converſation many times 
neerel mes then Agar can db, and will as Joon 


. Nor do I that Proteſtants ſhould abſtinately re- 
fuſe to diſcourſe with Papiſts when they meet gy 5 


A'Prefetvmnivd axcinfi FO-P-E RT. 

heer what they have to ſay for themſelves, and to give 
a Reaſon for their own Faith ; this is not agreeable to 
Proteſtant Principles , to prove all things, and to hold 
faſt that which is good; and yet enghrrotetlnewih 
great prudenes and caution too ; for there are a forr” of 
perverſe Diſputers, whoare to be avoided goeo by 
the Apoſtolick Precept ER otherwiſe 

ſent not to wholſome words, even the words of ow Lord Jo & 
Jus Chriſt, and to the Defirine which benrdeg pr aol 
he is proud, knowing nothing, bat 


as, whe comerh , , » H 
PG Ep LE 
hoes Rey Elena Jopp , that gains godliweſt/ from 


ſuch wit — 415 
Men of wea gs who are not skilled in 
the Laws of Diſpura ” may eaſily be impoſed on by 


Sophiſters, and "ſach as ke in wait: to deceive : 
The Church of Rowe is very ſenſible of this, 'and there- 
fore will not ſlr ber prope eo dſo their Rel 
or to read Heretical Books , nod ſo muctras 16 ook 
imo the Bible iſelf ; but aſi wo allow elf ths th our 
people, a5 that which God not only allows, but wires, 
and which -all men will allow thenifelves, 
whoever forbids it ; yet we do pa_—_ them ts be4 
petual Seekers, to be always are ryan 


to belike childern afte/tor ane fro wit 
Arie. | And therefore there he terry of Jug =o: 
a rae earns 


their Futh, ends well grounded 
it, which Men may be, who arc not ible 0 anhver eve. 


but it ix an) f 
In beet 


ISS en any rs 
we cry confine with thr Hem 


vekies of 
by 


FRY 
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ty, which Proteſtants allow, , to adviſe Chriſtians to be 
very careful, how they, hearken to ſuch, asPreach any 
new Do&rine, which they have nox been taught, thatthe 
weak in'Faith and knowledge, -ſhould-not venture. upon 
doubtful Diſpurgtions : that they ſhould not be haſty to, 
queſtion, what they have believed, nor to give heed, to 
new Do&rines ; that: they ſhould not rely on their own . 
underſtanding, intheſs matters, but when they meer with 
any difficulties, {hauld vonſulr their Spiritual Guides; not 
to be. finglly.determined by their Authority,ds the Church 
of Rome requires, . byt:to hear their Reaſons, and what 
Anlwwers they,can giye tg tuck difficalties, as they thert- 

{c}ves wer: -with lack cautions as theſe, wedate 
venture our peo ple Fo hear and;reag, and enquire,vs much 
as'they pleaſe, and have.not found yet, that our Roman 
Adverſaries have been able to make ariy great impreſſion 
upon ſuch honeſt and prudent Inguirers. But that which 
Lintend-at prefent.is of agathey nature, to-teagh;our-peo- 
ple a way to,make [theſe men ſick of Duputing, them 
ſelves, to make them leave off thoſe: Impertinent -agd 
oily. ſquabbles, with which, they 2 diſturb 'alf company 
they come into: and this is no, ſyoh mighty fecxet neither, 
pal be expetted, but is very. plain and obyious at the 


propolal.. 
_. For whenyouare - aſffaulted by ſuch troubleſome DiC 
puters, only. ask them, whether they will allow-You to 


judge for yourſelves in-matters of 4.5. they will 
not, why do they.trouble,you with. Diſputing2 for. the 
.endof Diſping isto convince, Ir 7. the 


oy may. judge too: would they .Diſ 
_ 2 vithe hows hs _ can _— = nor udrfiand? or 
E make a Speech to.convince a Horſe t 
pgs 1 ns muſt take another Road, if he would 
xeturn- home? 0 thy ce coat pry 


- {Pſa odtioe'axrhl# FOPFERT. 
and ſpend their breath as'vain upon a man, who can hear 
indeed; and underſtan@ ſomewhat; but muſt not follow 
his. own underſtanding? if they fay, that you muſt judge 
for yoir ſelves, ask them, whether this be the Do&rine 
of their Church; that private men-may judge for-them- 
ſelves?; whether this do not refolve our Faith into a pri- 
vate Spirit, which they — Proteſtant Hereſie,and 
the foundation' of Proteſtant uncertainty ? if they orice 
open this gap to Hereticks into' the Church , there, is 
great:danger, that more will runout at &, than will come 
in ; and it is well if the Church itſelf Maies behind ; 
for what: becomes of the Church -of Reme, if -all- their 
glorigus Cant of the Infallibility of Church, and Popes, 
and General Councils, be at laſt reſolved into a private 
Spirit! -while theſe men goabout to Diſpute Hereticks 
into their:Church, they unavoidably give up the Cauſe 
of the:Church, and of Infallibility, which is the way to 
Dilpure a great: many good Catholicks out of it, who are 
kept rhere: only by the- power of a blind and implicite 
Faith. - /Here then let our Proteſtant fix his foot,and not 
fir:an inch, till they difown Infallibility, arid confels, that 
every man can and muſt judge for himſelf -in matters 'of 
Religion; actordingto the proofs, that are offered tohim.' 
For will a wife mar1 Diſpute with one, who, he knows, ban- 
ters him all-the while > who appeals to his private jadg- 
ment (as:all mendo, who diſpute wth one another) and 
at theſame time cries dowh'this private Spirit as thecauſe 
of Schifms, and*Herefies,/ and" Blaſptiemics; and fevery 
pews wrtnte ha no man-vf any fpirit, butwill ſcorn 
w' diſpute with one, who intends only 'to put a-trick on 
him; and'to vut wit himif: he cars 5 and in truth it-is no 
more toiehdeavour to diſpute a-man!into-Popery; when 


the: Fundamental - Principle: of Popery' is, that we*mwuſt 
not Reaſon and Diſpute, but believe ; that we muſt take 


"6 


A Preſervation again POPERT. 
our Faith upon the Authority of the Church , without 
wg any queſtions about it. Where are two or three 
things, which may be anſwered to this. | 
x. That though: Diſputing be not a proper way for 
Papiſtsto take, yet it is the only way, that can be taken 
with Proteſtants, wito are all tor Diſputing , and wyl 
believe nothing withouta Regſon , and therefore Prote- 
ſtants ought not to blame Papiſts for Diſputing, unleſs 
they would be good: Cathalieks without it. Now in 
anſwer to this , I have ſomething to ſay to Papiſts , and 
{ ing to Proteſtants. 

x. As for the Papiſts, what neceſſity ſoever they be in 
of Diſputing, I defire xo know with what face they can 
reproach Proteſtants with adhering to their own private 
judgments , when they themſelves are fuch zealous Diſ- 
putants, which is an Appeal to every private mans judg- 
ment : if eyer they make any Converts , they muſt be 
beholden to mens private jadgments for it , T think 
men cannot change their Opinions without exercaſing a 
private judgment about it; and I ſuppoſe whea they dif. 
puce with men to make them Papi intend to con» 
vert them by their own private judgments. Now what 
difference is there between mens uſing their private judg» 
ments to turn Papilts, oreto turn Proteſtants: ane in- 
deed may be falſe , and the other true, but private judg- 
ment is private judgment ill, and if it be ſo great a 
fault far men £0 uſe their own, private j +» it 5 25 
great a fault ine Papilt; agitis4n'n Peotefigne. "So that 
at leaſt a3 to Conyerts ; the-Qhurch of _ Rave has no ad» 
vantage in this particular over Proteſtant Churches ; ſome 


by the cxercaſe of their own Reaſon and j O- 
vero the Church of Rewe , and! ſome. tothe of 


Proceftantifm : and therefore for the S— 


of Preſervative pale} POPERY.. 
Converts, and their beloved Difputations, they ought to 
be more favourable to a privateSpirit : The truth s, by 
Difputing with Hereticks, they give up their Cauſe, and 
confeſs, tttat in all Diſputes of Reſigion, there lies an Ap- 
peal to mans private T_ and Conſcience ; 
and ſhould they loſe this point by their Diſputing, all 
the Converts they make, cannot. recompence- fuch s 
loſs. 


way to fatisfic themfelves, or to convince others, 
but by Reaſon and Diſcourſe ; yet thisis no reaſon why 
they ſhould Diſpute with thoſe men who diſown the judg; 
ment of Reaſon, as a-private. Spirit, For why ſhould 1 
Diſpute with any man who uſes ſuch to cone 
vince me, as he himſelf does not think a fufficient Reaſon 


of Faith? Ask then one of theſe Diſputers, whoalledges 


Scripture, Reaſon, and Antiquity, to prove any ,Do- 
Arines of the Remiſh Faith ; Do you, Sir, believe Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, the Worſhip of Images, the Invgcatioa of 
Saints, Purgatory, Maſs for the Dead, upon the bare Au- 
—_ of theſe Scriptures and Fathers, you have pro- 


or them > If theſe Dodrines were not Defined - 


by the Charch, ſhould you think theſe 
cient to prove them 2? or could you ſup 
had Defined the contrary, ſhould you think the Argu- 
ments fill 2 In ſhort, cag any Reaſon, any Authori- 


ſuth- 


ty of Scripture, or Fathers, be any Foundation for a.Di- - 


vine Faith, but onely.the Authority of the Church? 'He 
that fays, they can, 1s no Papiſt ; and he that fays, they 


cannot, confeſſes, that he uſes ſuch Arguments, as he him-- 
ſelf does not build his Faith upon : If you will believe - 
them, you may ; but though you do, you are no ſaund - 


Believer, without reſolving your Faith ſolely into- the 
Anthority of the Church.. And, I think, he muſt love 


y As for Proteſtants 5 though they have no other- 


Diſpu- - 


C5 
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A Treſervative again FO.PERT. 
Diſputing well, who will Diſpute with ſuch men as theſe ; 
and thoſe-muſt have.a good degree of aſſurance, who 
will be troubleſome with their Duſputes, after. ſuch. a dif 
coyery. The end of Diſputing, I ſuppoſe, .is xithet tas 
ronvince, or. to be convinced: but ſhould you Anſwer 
and' baffle all fuch a man's Arguments, if he be modeſt, 
it'may be he may bluſh a. little, but is not to be moved ; 
for his Faith, after all; is not built upon theſe Arguments, 
but upon Church-Authority, : and it-is to-no purpoſe. for 
you'to fuffer 'yqur ſelt to be convinced by theſe Argu- 
ments, for it will not make you a good Catholick, with- 
out reſolving your Faith wholly into. the. Authority of 
the Church. It is certainly a very furprizing thing for 
a Proteſtant to be diſputed into Papery.;. for as. ſoon as. 
he is converted, he muſt renounce the very means of his 
Converſion : He muſt. uſe his own Judgment to turn 
Papiſt, and as ſoon as he is turned, he mult renounce his 
-own Judgment, and coofeſs it to be of, no Authority ; 
"Now though it may be ſuch a private Judgmeat.as leads 
- "a fan to Popery, may as well deſerve ts be regounced, 
"ns any; yet it is an odd kind of 'contradiftion, to. re- 
nounce our own private Reaſon and Judgment, and yer 
to An our Converſion ; methinks ſuch men ſhould 
-nounce' their Converſion too at the ſame time; they re, 
nounce their Reaſon : for if their Converſion be good,.it 
is a ſigh their Judgment was ſo; but if their ik 
be not fit to be truſted, m&@hinks this ſhould.make ther; 
queſtion their Converſivn : And therefore they. ſhould 
either maintain the Reputation of their Judgment and 
Converſion together, and then,they*cannot be good Ca- 
tholicks, while they adhere to their ownJudgment, or they 
ſhould renounce thembotk rogerher : nay, they. muſt not 
orjely renounce their own Judgments, as foon as they are 
Converted; but” they muſt Tenounce the ASUISUy ang 

| | all- 
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Validity of thoſe very Arguments whereby they are Con- 
verted, whether from Scripture, Reaſon, or Fathers; they 
muſt confeſs, that theſe Arguments are not a ſufficient . 
Foundation for a Divine Faith, without the Authority of 
the Church ; for it is a dangerous thing to allow any 
Authority to Scripture or Fathers, without the Church, 
for that may nfake men Hereticks; and yet, I ſuppoſe, 
when Hereticks are converted by theſe Arguments, it 
muſt be the force of the Arguments, and not the Au- 
thority of the -Church, which converts them, unleſs they 
believed the Authority of the Church before they were 
converted; and that was a little to early for it. Now 
methinks when Proteſtants turn Papiſts, as they pretend, 
from the conviction of their own Reaſon and Judgment, 
and as ſoon as they are converted, are taught, that there 
is no relying upon their own Judgment , and that the 
Reaſons whereby they were converted, are not . good ig 
themſelves without Church Authority ; if it wgee: pof- 
ſible for them ever to uſe their Reaſon more after ſuch 
a change, it would certainly make them diſown their 
+ Converſion ; which, it ſeems, was the effe& of a very 

fallible Judgment, and very uncertain and inauthentick 

- \ 2. There isanother pretence for theſe Diſputes, which 
may ſeem to anſwer this difficulty, that the intention of 
theſe Diſputes, is onely to lead you to the Infallible 
Church, and ſet you upon a Rock; and'then it is very 
natural torenounce your own Judgmerit, when you have 
an Infallible Guide: Our own Jugment then maſt bring 
us to the Tafallible Guide, and when we have found him, 
yk yo no farther uſe for our own Judgment, ' I an- 
-'T; Should we grant this, it puts an end to all the par- 
ticular Diſputes of Religion _—_— us and the _— 
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of Rome : We may Diſpute on about an Infallible Judge, 
but they cannot, with any ſence, Diſpute with us about 
the particular Articles of Faith, ſuch as Tranſubſtantia» 
tion, the Sacrifice of the Maſs, the Worſhip of Images, 
and the like ; for theſe are to be learnt onely from the 
Church, and cannot be proved by Scripture or Fathers, 
without the Authority of the Churctf. And if they 
would confeſs this, they would fave us, and themſelves, a 
great deal of trouble : For why ſhould they be at the 
trouble of writing fach Arguments, or we to anſwer 
them, when they themſelves confeſs, that the Arguments 
are not good, unleſs they be confirmed by tht Churches 
Authority 2 I confeſs, I have often wondered to fee ſuch 
Volumes of Controverſies. written by the Rowan Di- 
vines, for I could never imagine to what end they are 
writ. Is not. their Faith wholly reſolved ihto the Au- 
thority of the Church 2 what need Reaſons and Argu- 
ments hen, which cannot work Faithin us? Either theſe 
Arguments are ſufficient to confirm the Articles of their 
Faith without the Authority of the Church, or they are 
not : If they are, then there is no need of Infallibility, 
ſince all the Articles of Faith are confirmed by fuch Rea- 
ſons, as are a ſufficient Foundation for Faith without if: 

And thus they give up alt their Arguments for an Infal- 
lible Judge, from the neceſſity of ſuch a Judge; If they 
be not, of what uſe are they > does the Deciſion of the 
Church need to be confirmed by ſuch Arguments >: If 
they are not good Arguments wathout-the: Authority -of 
the Church, they can no more give Authority to. the 
Church, than an Infallible Church can want any Autho- 
rity, butits own: Are they to. convince Hereticks > but 
how if —_— ſhould confute - If as be nat 
mn themſclves Argumeats,. may be confated ; 
and they know, by ſad experience, that there II 
| ticks, 
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ticks, as they call them, who have Wit and Learning e-» 
nough to confute, what is to be confuted; and if e 
fall into ſuch hands (which has been their hard fate of 
late) they are ſure to be con : And, Idoubt then, 
they had better have let thena None ; tor the Catholick 
Cauſe may ſuffer mach in the - cp of the World, 
when all their Arguments are confuted. All then rhat 
| they can a by ſuch Arguments, is to impoſe upon 
the Weak and: Ignorant, when Learned Men are out of 
the way,” which is no very commendable deſign ; and 
that dehga will be ſpoiled too, if Unlearned Men do but 
learn to ask them the Queſtion, Whether they build their 
Faith upon ſuch Arguments? For then they muſt either 
quit the Authofity -of - their Church, or the ſtrength of 
their Arguments ; The firſt reduces them to Proteſtanc 
Uncertainty, for then they have no other Foundation for 
their Faith, than Proteſtants have ; which reſolves it ſelf 
into the Reaſons and Arguments of Faith : The ſecond 
puts an end to Diſputing about theſe matters; for no 
man, needs anſwer any Arguments, which the Diſputant 
himſelf acknowledges not to be good. | 

2. There is nothing left then for tion, and the 
Exerciſe of our private Reaſon and Jldgment, but the 
1aquiry after an Infaſlible Judge. And here alſo, before 
you diſpute, it will be to ask them, Whether 
the belief of an Infallible Judge, muſt be reſolved into e- 
very mans private Judgment 2 whether it be not necefs 
fary to believe this with a Divine-Faith? and whether 
there can be any Divine Faith without an infallible Judge ? 
Certaialy if ever it be neceſiary to have an Infallible 
Faith, it is ſo to be infallibly affured of an Infallible Judge, 
becauſe this is the Foundation of all the reſt : for though 
the Judge be Infallble, if I be not infallibly affured of 
this, 1 can never aprive $0 —_ 3 in any thing ; for 

. 2 I 
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I cannot be more certain, that -his Determinations are 
Infallible, than I am, that he himſelf: is Tnfallible ; and if 
I have but a Moral aſſurance of this, T can be but moral- 
ly aſſured of the reſt ; fag the Building cannot be more 
frm than the Foundation i : and thus there 1s an end to 
all the' Romay Pretences to Infallibility. Now if we 
muſt believe the.Infallibility of the Church, -or Pope of 
Rome, with an Infallible Faith, there is an end of Diſpu- 
ting; for no Reaſons or Arguments, not the Authori 
of the Scripture it felf, without an Infallible Judge, can 
beget an Infallible Faith, according to the Remay DoRors: 
For this reaſon they charge the Proteſtant Faith with Un- 
certainty, and will fot allow it to be a Divine, but Hu- 
mane Faith, though it is built upon the firmeſt Reaſons, 
the beſt Authority, and the moſt expreſs Scripture that 
can be had for any thing ; but becauſe we do not pretend 
to rely on the Authority of a Living Infallible Judge, 
therefore, forſooth, our Faith is Uncertain, Humane, and 
Fallible :- and this, they ſay, makes an Tnfallible Judge 

neceſſary, becauſe without him we have no Infallible Cer- 


tainty of any thing. 
Now if nor but an Infallible Judge can be the 
Foundation of an'Tafallible Faith, then it is to no purpoſe 
to diſpute about ſuch a Judge ; for Diſputing is nothing 
elſe but weighing Reaſon againſt Reaſon, and Argument 
agaipſt Argument, or Scripture againſt the pretence of 
Scripture ; but whoever gets the better of it this way, 
no Reaſons, or Arguments, or Scripture Proofs can beget 
an Infallible Certainty, which is neceſſary in this caſe ; 
and therefore this is all loſt labour, and they do bur put 
a trick upon you, when they pretend to diſpute you in- 
to the belief of an Infallibl Judge ; for they themſelves 
know,'and muſt confeſs,if Fou ask them,that the beſt and 
muſt convincing Arguments cannot give us an Infal- 


ob a 
- - 


4 
lible aſfurance of this matter ; and yet unlefs weare in« 
fallibly aſſured of an infallible Judge, it is all to no pur- 
" I can think but of one thing more, . that can be 


in this cauſe, viz. that it is manifeſtly unreaſonable 


not to grant to the Church of Rowe, that Liberty which 
all men and Churches challenge, to diſpute for them- 
ſalves, and againſt their Adverfaries : for when two men, 
or two Churches differ in matters of Faith, there is no 
other way to end the Controverſie, but: by diſpatigg it 
out; whereas this Diſcourſe will not allow them to YiC 
pute,-nor any Proteſtants to diſpute with them: 
In anſwer to this, I grant, that the Charge is ina 
great meaſure true, and ſhews the abfurdity- of that 
urch and Religion, but does not diſprove the reaſon- 
ablenefs of. this method. If men will embrace ſuch a 
Religion as will not admir' of diſputing, it is their own 
and their Religions fault, not the fault of thoſe men who 
will not diſpute with them. Now a Religion which 
leaves no room fyr the exerciſe of Reaſon and private 
Judgment, leaves no place for Diſputes neither ; for how 
"men diſpute, who muſt not uſe their own Reaſon 
. and Judgment? They ought not to diſpute themſelves, 
if they be true to their own Principks ; and no man 
ought to diſpute with them, who will not be laugh'd at 
by them, and by all'the World: For to diſpute without 
Reaſon,. is a new way of diſputing, (though it is the 
only thing that can juſtifie the. Romaniſts, and our late 
Diſputants have been very careful to obſerve it;) and 
to diſpute with Reaſon,.is to uſe. our private Reaſon in 
Religion, which: is Proteſtant Hereſte. Infallible men 
ought not to diſpute; for that is to quit their Fnfallibili- 
ty ; and fallible men: are very unwiſe to diſpute with: 
chat becauſe no good can come of it : for Reaſon car 
| NCEVET. 
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never confute their infallible Adverſaries, nor make 


themſelves infallible Believers. 
But for the better underſtanding of this, I have two 


things to ay. 1, That Papiſts. may diſpute againſt 


Proteſtant Hereſies, as they call them, but cannot dif- 
pute for their own Religion, 2. Proteſtants may dil- 
pute againſt Popiſh DoCtrines, and to vindicate their 
own. Faith, but cannot reaſonably be diſputed into Po- 


Pay, ic 
x, That Papiſts may diſpute againſt Proteſtant He- 
ref?, but cannot diſpute for their own Religion: And 
the reaſon of this difference is plain, becauſe Proteſtants 
allow - of Reaſon and. Diſcourſe in mattefs of Religion ; 
and therefore they may be confuted,, if good Reaſons 
can be produced againſt them: And here the Roma- 
niſts may try their skill ; but the Religion of Rome is 
not founded on Reaſon, but on Infallibility ; ' and there- 
fore is not the ſubject of a-Diſpute, becauſe the truth and 
certainty 'of thoſe DoQrines,. js not reſolved into the 
Reaſons of them. They ought to e no other 
ground of their Faith, but the Infallibility of the Church; 
and they ought not to- diſpute about this neither : but 
thoſe who will believe-it may,, and -thoſe who won't, 
may let it alone, becauſe Infallibility is not to be proved 
by Reaſon; for Reaſon proves nothing infallibly, and 
therefore cannot give us an infalltble certainty of the 
Churches Infallibility. ». . | 
But you will fay, if they haye ather Arguments for 
the. truth of their Faith, beſides the Infallibility of rhe 
Church, why may- they not-urge thoſe other Reaſons 
and Arguments to convince thoſe, who will not own 
the Charches Infallibility 2 I anſwer, Becauſe whatever 
qther Reaſons they have, their Faigh is not reſolved into, 
them ; and therefore it. is not honeſt jn. them to urge 
6 


thoſe 
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thoſe for the Reaſons of their Faith, which are not the 
Reaſons why they believed : For let me ask them, Sup- 
poſe they may bave very good Reaſons for ſome of 
their DofAtrines, do they believe them meerly becauſe 
they are reaſonable > If they ſay they do, then they be- 
lieve juſt as Pfoteſtants believe ; and there is no need 
of Infallibility, when men believe nothing but what is 
reaſonable ; and it is pity that fo good a thing as Infal- 
bury ſhould ſerve only to- fupport -an unreaſonable 


Let me ask = again, Can they have a ſufficient 
certainty, ſe Reaſons afe good, without an in- 
fallible Judge? If they can, then ts Faith of Proteſtants, 
which: is grounded upon rational Evidences, may. be 
very certain too, though it be not infallible; if they 
cannot, then their Reaſons are none, ſince the very cer- 
tainty of them js reſolved into an infallible "gd ; 
and therefore they are no certain Reaſons, ihat is, nor 
ſuch.as a man may rely on, when they are ſeparated 
from Infallibility ; and conſequently they ought never - 
to be urged apart from Infallibility, becauſe they them- 
ſelves do not think them good Reaſons, that 1s, not a 
——_— _ "6 phe then, I know 
not w y ſhould be urged at a Infallibility can 
Rand by it-{elf, without the ſupport of —_— | 
fo them again, Would they rejeft « 
which they think they can prove by fach evident ent Rew 
Foro gid t v1 IR ge ng confuted 
got, then it ig-plain,; they do: not believe 
py ery of. thoſeReaſans ;- for if they lid, they 
le. They, cnly apols on Aker 
only. 1 , ctld ' with a-pre- 
.tenge. 8nd flouriſh of of Revere dah aP:;;@, Man' of 
ne am——_ Proteflants tg eden zi” yn wt 
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comes of their Reaſons, they have a fafe Retreat into 
Infallibility. 

If they believed any DoQrine becauſe it is reatobabll, 
if they will be true to themſelves, they ought to rejet' 
all Doftrines, which are unreaſonable, gr contrary to 
Senſe and Reaſon: He who believes for the ſake of Rea- 
ſon, can never believe againſt it; for if Reaſon makes a 
thing credible, then what is unreaſonable is incredible 
too ; and we may as reaſonably dif-believe what is gon- 
firmed by Reaſon, as believe what Reaſon contradides : 
and therefore it is not very modeſt to hear men talk of 
Reaſon in any caſe, who can believe ſuch an abſurd and 
unreaſonable DoCtrine as Tranſubſtantiation, 

Now whatever Opinion Proteſtants have of Reaſon, 
Papiſts ought not to pretend to it, becauſe their Faith 
bas nothing to do with Reaſon : it is a Reproach to an 
infallible Church and infallible Faith, to need the ſup- 
ports of Reaſons. And the truth is, thoſe who will 
have nothing to dowith Reaſon, Reaſon commonly has 
as little to do with them, but owes them a Shame, when- 
ever they pretend to her; and therefore they had as 
good let her alone. 

2. Proteſtants may diſpute againſt Popiſh. Doftrines, 
and to vindicate'their own Faith, but they cannot rea- 
ſonably be diſputed into Popery. When Papiſts alledge 
Scripture, Reaſon, or humane Authority for any, Do- 
Qrines of their Religion, Proteſtants, who allow of the 
uſe'of Reaſon ir Religion, may examine and confute 
them : when Papiſts diſpute againſt Proteſtant 'Do- 
Arines, Proteſtants are concerned to vindicate their own 
_ _ renounce it ; bur if org underſtands 

and his owg, Principles, Diſpates in the 
World" can- never rake him a Papiſt. ' For to be a Pa- 
pilt does-.not ligoifie nverly to believe - r= 


tion, 
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tion; or the Worſhip of Samts and: Images, and ſuch» 
like Popiſh Do&rines ; but to refolve our Faith into 
the Infallible Authority 'of the Church, and to believe 
whatever the Church believes, and for no other reaſon, 
but becauſe the Church teackes'it. This is the peculiar 
ang diſtinguiſhing Charater of the Church of Rome, 
which divides it from all other Churches and SeQs of 
Chriſtians; and therefore our late Popiſh Writers are 
certainly in the right, to endeavour to bring the whole 
Controverſic to this ifſue ; not to diſpute about particu- 
lar Dodrines, which follow on courſe; when once you 
believe the Church to be Infallible ; but to perſwade 
men that the Church is: Infallible, and that the Church 
of Rome is. that Infallible Church. Now I fay, no un- 
derſtanding Proteſtant carr be diſputed into this kind of 
Popery, and that for two plain Reaſons. r.: Becauſe 
00 Ar or Diſputations can give me an infallible 
certainty of the-Infallibility of the Church. 2. Becauſe 
it is impoſſible by Reaſon to prove, that men muſt nor 
uſe their own Reaſon and Judgment in' matters of Rgy 
On, y 
by? No Arguments can give me aninfalliblecertainty 
of the Infallibility. of the Church, ' The great Motive 
to any man to forſake the other Communions of Chri- 
ſtians, and to go over to:the Church of Rome, is'to attain 
an Infallibility in Faith; which is a wonderful-good thing, 
if it were to be had ; bur-though the Churcti of Rowe 
were Infallible;.' and' I ſhould be convinced that there 
wete ſome reaſon:to think ſo, yet-unleſs 1 ear be infal- 
libly aſfared of it;.my Faith is-ftill as: fallible as the Pro- 
teſtari© Faith is;:: and:1-am,no nearer to Infallibility in 
the: Church; of: Rome, than | in-the Church of ' England. 
For- as I obſerved before, unleſs I can have an infallible 
certainty of the Infallibility of the'Charch, I can have 
Wi D: y 
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no Infallibility at.all : Though the Church were infal- 


lible in all her Decrees, I can never be infallibly certain 
of the truth of her Decrees, unleſs I be infallibly certain 
that ſhe is Infallible. It is a known Rule in Logic, that 
the Concluſion muſt follow the weaker part, afhd there- 
fore it is impoſſible to infer an infallible Faith from the 
fallible Beliet of the Churches Infallibility. | 
And yet the beſt Reaſons in the World ( which is 
all that diſputing can do, to offer Reaſons for our Faith ) 


cannot give us an infallible certainty, becauſe Reaſon it 


ſelf is not an infallible Principle, at leaſt the Church of 
Rome dares not own, that any mans private Reaſon and 
Judgment is infallible; for then Proteſtants may ſer up 
tor Infallibility as well as Papiſts. No man, by Reaſon 
and Argument, can arrive at a greater Certainty than 
Proteſtants may have, and yet no man can arrive at 
greater certainty in the way of diſputing, than Reaſon 
and Argument can give him ; and then a Popiſh Con- 
vert, who is reaſoned into the beliet of Infallibility, 
C Tov he has changed his Opinian, yet has no more 
Intallibility now, than he had when he was a Prote- 
ſtant, Proteſtants, without an Infallible Church, may 
have all the Certainty that Reaſon and Argument can 

ive them ; and a Convert has no greater Certainty 


if he have no more than what Diſputing could give. 


him ) for his Infallible Church : And bow is it poſhble 
then, that a reaſonable man can be diſputed out of the 
Church of Exg/and into the Church of Rome, upon fuch 
vain hopes of a more infallible certainty ? for let him 
0 where he will, if he be lead to Rome it ſelf by his own 
allible Reaſon and Jydgment, ( which is the only Guide 
he has in diſputing ) he will be the fame fallible Crea- 
ture that ever he was. But to repreſent this the more 
familiarly,let ushear a ſhort Conference between a ſturdy 
Proteſtant, and a new Convert. Prot. 
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Prot. O, my old Friend ! Tam glad to meet you, for 
I have longed to know what change you find in your 
ſelf, ſince you are become an Infallible Believer. 

Conv. 1 find, Sir, what Iexpetted, very great caſe and 
fatisfaftion of mind, ſince I amdelivered from all doubt- 
ful Diſputes in ſuch an important concernment as the 
falvationeof my Soul, and have a firm and ſure Rock to 
truſt to, ſuch an Infallible Church as cannot err it ſelf, 
nor miſ-guide me. 

Prot. This, I confeſs, is a very great advantage ; and 
therefore as we have been formerly of the ſame Church 
and Communion, I would be glad to keep you compa- 


. ny alſo in ſo advantageous a change. Pray therefore 


tell me, how you came to be ſo infallibly perſwaded of 
the Infallibility of your Church. Y 

Conv. With all my heart; and I ſhall be very glad of 
ſuch company : and indeed there are ſuch powerful Rea- 
ſons for it, as I am ſure muſt convince fo free and inge- 
nuous a mind, as you always carry about with you. For 
Chriſt has promiſed to build his Church un St. Peter, 
and that the Gates of Hell ſhall not prevail againſt 
Ss | | 

Prot. Hold, good Sir! Reaſon! Are you got no far- 
ther than Reaſon yer2 Will Reaſon ever make a man 
infallible > I have conſidered all the Reaſons that are 
uſed to this purpoſe, and know what to fay to them, if 
that were our buſineſs ; and the truth is, I have a great 
deal of unanſwerable Reaſon, to ſtay where I am; and 
am a little ſurprized, to think that you, or any man, 
ſhould leave the Church of England for want of Reaſon, 
or go to the Church of Rome for it : and therefore pray 
tell me the Secret, for there muſt be ſemerhing elſe to 
make Converts, beſides Reaſon. 

Conv. Then I perceive you take me for a Knave, who 

D 2 have 
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have changed my Religion for baſt ſecular Ends, with- 
out Reaſon,  * © Roms: on þ 

Prot, You kndw that beſt ';_ but that was not my 
meaning: but the reaſon of ty Queſtion was, beogule 
you changed for an infallible Faith. New it you rely 
{11/1 upon Reaſon, I don't ſee how your Faith is more in- 
fallible than mine : forT am as confident, as yau can be, 
that I have as good Reaſons for my Faith, and in my 0- 
pinion much better, than you haye for yours. 

' - Cexv; I beg your pardon for that : I rely upon the- 
Authority :of an Iofallible Church, you truſt to your 
private Reafon. . 

Prot. And I beg your pardon, Sir : for I rely on the 
Authority of Scripture, which .15- as infallible as your 
Church.” ; | | 

Conv. But you rely on your own Reaſon for the Au- 
thority of Scripture, and thoſe particular DoRrines you 
draw from it. | | 

Prot. And you rely on your own Reaſon and Judg- 
ment, for tM& Infallibility of your Church, and co 
quently of all the Dodrines of it; and therefore your 
infallible Faith is as much reſolved into your own falhible 
Judgment, as the Proteſtant'Faith is : fo that the diffe- 
rence between us is not, that ybur Faith is infallible, 
and ours fallible; for they are both alike, call it what 
you will, fallible or” infallible; but the Diſpute is, whe- 
ther your Reaſon and Judgment, or ours, be beſt : -and 
therefore if you think your Reaſon better than ours, you 
did well to change ; but if you changed your Church, 
hoping to grow more infallible by it, you were miſerab- 
ly miſtaken, and may return to us again : for we have 
more rational Certainty than you have, and you have no 
more infallible Certainty than we, You think you are 
reaſonably aſſured that your Church is infallible, _ 
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then you take up your Religion uport truſt from your 


Church, without, and'many tires againſt Sence and Rea- 


ſon, according as it happens ;-fo that you have onely a 


general affurance of the Infallibility of your Church, and 
that no greater than Proteftarits pretend to in other cafes, 


viz. the certainty of Reaſon and Argument ; but have 
not ſo much as a rational aſſurance of the truth of your 
particular DvQrines: that if yon be miſtaken about the 
Infallibilty of your Church, you muſt be miſerably mi- 
ſtaken about every,ghiog elſe, which you have no' other 
evidence for. But now we are in general aſſured, that 
the Scriptures are the Word of God, and in particular are 
aſſured, that the Faith, which we profeſs, is agreeable to 
6criptore, or expreſly contained in it; and'does not con- 
tradi@ either Sence or Reaſon, nor any other Principle of 
Knowledge. -- So that we have as much affurance of eve- 
ry Article of our Faith, as yon haveof the Infallibility of 
your Church ; and therefore have at leaſt double and 
 trible the aſfarance that you have. * But if you khow the 
Reaſons'of your Converſion; I'defire to know of you, 
' What made you think, that'you wanted Certainty in the 
Church of Zxgland 2 von 

Conv. Becauſe with you every man is left to his own 
private Reaſon and Judgment, the effe&ts of which, are 


very viſible ir that infimte variety of Sets among you, . 


which ſhews what an uncertain thing your Reaſon is, 
that ſo few judge alike of the power and validity of the 
ſame Reaſons. | 

- Prot.. And' were you not ſenſible at the fare time, 
that you were left to your own Reaſon and Judgment, 
when: you turned Papiſt > Are you not ſenſible, that 
men do as little agree about your Reaſons for Infallibili- 
ty, zs they do about any Proteſtant Reaſons? . Do not I 
know the Reaſons alledged by you for the Infallibility of 
your 
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your Church, as well as youdo? Anddo we not ſtill dif- 
fer about them? And is not this as-much an Argument 
of the uncertainty of thoſe. Reaſons, which make you a 
Papiſt, that they cannot make me a Papiſt, as the diſſent 
of Proteſtants in other matters, is of the uncertainty of 
their Reaſons Could you indeed be infallibly aſſured of 
the Iofallibility of your Church, I grant you would have 
the advantage of us, but while you found your belief of 
Infallibility upon ſuch an uncertain Principle, as'you think 
Reaſon is; if certainty had been your onely aim, you 
might as well have continued in the Church of England, 
as have gone over to Rome. | 

This abundantly ſhews what a ridiculous thing it is for 


a Proteſtant to be diſputed out of his Church and Religi-. 


on, upon a pretence of more infallible certainty in the 
Church of Rome : Were they indeed inſpired with an in- 
fallible aſſurance, that the Church of Rewe is Infallible, 
there might be ſome pretence tor this ; but an Infallibili- 
ty which has no better foundation than mens private Rea- 
ſon, and private Judgment, is no Infallibility,. but has all 
the ſame uncertainties, which they charge on the Prote- 
ſtant Faith, and a great deal more, becaule it is not found- 
ed upon ſuch great and certain Reaſons. 

The plain truth is, men may be taught from their In- 
fancy to believe the Church Infallible, and when they are 

own up, may take ir, without examination, for a firſt 
and ſelf-evident Principle, and think this an infallible 
Faith : but men who underſtand the difference between 
the evidence of Reaſon and Iafallibility, cannever found 
an infallible Faith on Reaſon, nor think that a man who 


is reaſoned into the belief of the TInfallibility of the 
Church, is more infallible in his Faith, than a Proteſtant - 


is : Andſuch a man will ke no reaſon to quitthe Church 
of England, for the ſake of an infallible Faith; for though 
the” 
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they had an infallible Guide, yet Reaſon cannot give them 
an infallible aſſurance of it, but can riſe no higher at moſt 
than a Proteſtant certainty. 

2. It is impaſliblealſo by Reaſon to prove, that men 
muſt not uſe their own Reaſon and Judgment in matters 
of Religion, If any man ſhould attempt to perſwade 
you of this, ask him, Why then he goes about to diſpute 
with you about Religion? whether mert can diſpute 
without uſing their own Reaſon and Judgment 2 whe- 
ther they can be convinced without it2 whether his of- 
fering to diſpute with you againſt the uſe of your Rea- 
ſon, does not prove him ridiculons and abſurd 2 - For if 
you muſt not uſe your Reafon, why does he appeal to 
your Reaſon? And whether you ſhould not be as ridi- 
culous and abſurd as he, if by his Reaſons and Arguments 
you ſhould be perſwaded to condemn the uſe of Reaſon 
19 Religion 2-Which would be in the ſame at to do, what 
you condemn, to uſe ybur Reaſon when you condemn 
it. If you mult not uſe-your Reaſon and private Judg- 
ment, then you muſt not by = Reaſons be perſwaded 
zo condema-the uſe of Reaſon ; tor to condemn is an at 
of Judgment, which you 'muſt not uſe in matters of Re- 
igion. "So that this is a point which no man can diſpute 

againſt, and which no man can be convinced of by di- 
ſputing, without the reproach of ſelf-contradiCtion. 
\ This is'an honourable way of filencing theſe trouble- 
ſome: and clamorous Diſputants, to let them ſee, that 
their Principles will not allow of Diſputing, and that 
fome of their Fundamental DoCtrines, which they impoſe 
upon the World, are a dire& contradiQion to all Diſputes, 
for the very admitting of a Diſpute, conkates them ; and 
the meaneſt man may quickly ſay more in this Cauſe, 
than their greateſt Diſputants can anſwer. 
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CHAP. UL 
Concerning the fowmns Topicks of Diſpute. 


SECT. t 
Concerning Arguments from Reaſon, 


"Ks "He next Direction relates to the Topigks from 
which- they Diſpute ; which-are, either Rea» 

ſon; Scriptute, or the Authority of the ancient Fathers 

and Writers.of the Chriſtian Church ; fop the. infallible 

Authority of Popes, or General Councils, i is'the ines: in 

diſpute between. us,- and. therefore an prayeao 

that be firſt proved by ſamethiog elſe. + - - 

I.. To begin then with Reaſon ;- Now we do allow of 
Reaſon in matters of Religion ;' and our Adverſaries pre- 
tend to uſe it, when they think it will ſerve thein turng 
and rail at it, and deſpiſe. it, when it is agginſt them, 7 
' Not that we make - Natural Reaſon. the Rule oe-the 
Meaſure of our Faith.; for to.believe. nothing but: what 
may: be proved by Natural -Reaſoo, is tor  Revelati- 
on, or to deſtray the necedſi pray of it vious there 

of a Revelation, orat leaſt what neceſity of it, if 

muſt be revealed, but what mi | have been: known: by: 
Natural Reaſon without Rev ;' or at leaſt. what 
Natural Reaſon can fully comprehend, when i igs;reveal- 
ed 2 - Butthough we, beheve ſuch thingy, wheathey are 
revealed: by. God, which Natural Reaſon could: never 
have taught us,. and which. Natural Reaſon. does nat: fee 
the depths and myſteries of ; and therefore do not ſtint 


our 
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our Faith, - and confine it within the narrow bounds of 
Natural Reaſon ;. yet we uſe our Reaſon to diſtinguiſh a 
true from a counterfeit Revelation, and we uſe Reaſon to 
underſtand a Revelation; and we Reaſon and Argue 
from revealed Principles, as wewdo from the Principles of 
Natural Knowledge : As from that Natural Principle, that 
there is but one God, we might conclude, without a Re» 
velation, that we muſt Worſhip but one God : fo from 
that revealed Dodtrine of one Mediator between God 
and man, we may as ſafely conclude, that we muſt make 
our Applications, and offer up our Prayers and Petiti- 
a_ God, onely by this one Mediator ; and fo in other 
cales. ; , 
Now to dire& Proteſtants how to ſecure themſelves 
from being impoſed on by the fallacious Reaſoning of Ro- 
man Prieſts : I ſhall take notice of ſome of the chief faults 
in their way of 'Reaſoning; and whea theſe are once 
known, it will be an caſie matter for men of ordinary 
underſtandings, todeteRt their Sophiſtry. | 

r. As firſt, we muſt allow of no Reaſon againſt the 
Authority of plain and expreſs Scripture : This all men 
muſt grant, who allow the Authority of Scripture to be 
ſuperiour to Natural Reaſon; for though Scripture can- 
' not contradi@t plain, and neceſſary, and eternal Reaſons, 
z. e. what the yohverſal Reaſon of Mankind teaches for a 
neceſſary and eternal trurh; yer God may command 
ſuch things, as we ſee no Natural Reaſon for, and forbid 
ſuch things as we ſee no Natural Reaſon againſt; nay, it 
may be, when we think there are. plauſible Reafons a+ 
gainſt what God commands, and-for what he forbids : 
But inall fach caſes a Divine Law muſt take place againſt 
our uncertain Reaſonings ; for we may reaſonably con- 
clude, that God underſtands the Reaſons and Natures of 
things, better than we do. | A 
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As for inſtance, when there is fuch an expreſs Law as, 
Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God, and bim onely-ſbalt 
thou ſerve : Noreafon1n the World can juſtifie the Wor- 
ſhip of any other Being, good or bad Spirits, beſides God, 
becauſe there is an expreſs Law againſt it, and no Rea- 
ſon can take place againſta Law. The like may be ſaid 
of the ſecond Commandment, Thou ſhalt wot make to thy 
ſelf any graven Image, nor the likeneſs of. any thing which 
is in heaven above, or in-the earth beneath, or in the wa- 
ters under the earth, thou ſhalt not bow down to them, nor 
worſhip them. Which is ſo expreſs a Law againſt I- 
mage-Worſhip, that no Reaſon muſt be admitted for it. 
No man need to trouble himſelf to anſwer the Reaſons 
urged for ſuch Prattices, for'no Reaſons ought to be al- 
lowed , nor any Diſpute admitted againſt ſuch expreſs 
Laws. 

This, I ſuppoſe, all men will grant: but then the diffi 
culty is, What is an expreſs Law > For the Sence of the 
Law is the Law ; and if there may be fuch'a Sence put 
on the words, as will reconcile theſe Reaſons with the 
Law, we muſt not fay. then, that ſuch Reaſons are a- 
gainſt the Law, . when, though they may be againſt the 
Law in ſome ſence, yet they are confiſtent with other 
ſences of the Law ; and it is moſt likely, that is 'the true 
7g of the Law, which has the b&& reaſon on its 

ide. 

It muſt be confeſſed, there is ſome truth in this, when 


the words of the Law are capable of different ſences, and 


reaſon is for one ſence, and the other ſence againſt rea« 
ſon, there it is fit, that a-plain and neceſſary Reaſon 
ſhould expound the Law : but whep the Law is not cap- 
able of ſuch different ſences, or there is no ſuch reaſon as 
makes one ſence abſurd, and the other neceſſary, the 
Law muſt be expounded according tothe moſt pl and 

obvious 
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obvious figaification of the Words, though it ſhould 
condemn that, which we think, there may be ſome rea» 
ſon for, or at leaſt no reaſon againſt ; for otherwiſe it is 
an eaſie matter to expound away all the Laws of God. 
To be ſure all men muſt grant, that fuch Reaſons as de- 
ſtroy the Law, or put an abſurd or impoſſible ſence on 
it, are againſt the Law, and therefore muſt be rejefted, 
how plauſible ſoever they appear : As for inſtance, Some 
there are, who to excuſe the Church of Rome from Ido- 
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latry in Worſhipping Saints, and Angels, and the Virgin _ 


Mary, poſitively affirm, that no man can be guilty of I- 
dolatry, who Worſhips one Supreme God ; as a late Au- 
thor expreſly teaches: As for the Irouocation of Saints, un- 
leſs they Worſhip them as the Supreme Gad, the Charge of 
Idolatry is aw idle word; and the Adoration it ſelf, which 
u given to them as Saints, is a dire Proteſtation againit 
Tolatry, becauſe it ſuppoſes a Superiour Deity ; and that 
ſuppoſition cuts off the very being of Idolatry. Now, not 
to examine what force there is 1n this Reaſon, our preſent 
inquiry is onely , How this agrees with'the firſt Com- 
mandment, 7how ſhalt have none other Gods before me 2 be- 


Reaſons for Ab- 
rogating the 
Te, p. 133+ 


fore my Face, as it is in the Ztbrew : Which ſuppoſes an * 


acknowledgment of the Supreme God, together with 0- 
ther Gods; for otherwiſe, though they Worſhip other 
Gods, they do not do it before the Face of God, while 
they ſee him, as it were, preſent before them : to wor- 
ſhip other Gods in the preſence of the Supreme God, or 
before his Face, as that Phraſe ſignifies, is to worſhip 
them togethet with him ; 'and therefore this is well ex- 
preſſed by the Septuagint, by ->lw iu, beſides me; which 
ſuppoſes that they Worſhipped him too. And our Savi- 


our expounds-this Law by, The ſhalt worſhip the Lord Matth. 4. to. 


thy God,  ayd him onely ſhalt thou ſerve. - So that this 
Reaſon, That ther&eao' be 116 Idolatry, where the Lord 


E 2 Feho- 
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Jehovah is Worſhipped as the Supreme God, contradifts 
the very letter of this Law. | 

How then does this Author get rid of the firſt Com- 
mandment 2 Truly by laying it all aſide: for he gives 
this as the whole Sence of the wy ina That 
God enjoyns the Worſhip of himſelf, who, by his 4lmight 
Power, bad delrvered rh Bow _ Agyptian Boa 4 
But is this all that theſe words, Thou ſhalt have no other 
Gods before me, ſignifies} The Worſhip of God indeed 
is ſuppoſed in them ; but the expreſs words of the Law, 


© arenot for the Worſhip of the Lord Jehovah, . but againſt 


the Worſhip of any other Gods, before him, or teſides 
him : But according to.our new Expoſitor, this is no part 
of the Law, though according to the expreſs words, ir 
is the principal, if not the whole meaning of it. | 

If this Argument be good , viz. That Idolatry is no- 
thing elſe, but the Worſhip of other Beings beſides the 
Lord Jehovah, as Supreme Gods, then other Gods,/in this 
Commandment, muſt ſignifie other Supreme Gods; and 
then the Commandment runs thus : Thou ſhalt have 
no other ſupreme Gods before me. Now this is a very 
abſurd ſence, becaule it ſuppoſes, that men may Believe 
and Worſhip more Supreme Gods than one ; for if there 
can be but one Supreme God, and by Gods in the Com- 
mandment, be meant Supreme Gods, then it is abſurd to 
forbid any man to have other Supreme Gods, becauſe no 
man can acknowledge two Supremes : It ſhould have 
been, Thou ſhalt not have any other God beſides me, not 
Gods : For though it had been poſſible for them to have 
acknowledged ſothe other God to be Supreme, and reje- 
Qed the Lord Fehovab from -— oy preme, yet they 
could not have other Supreme . But itis evident, 
that God here forbids the Worſhip of a Plurality of Gods, 
of other Gods; and therefore they could not all be Su- 
preme Gods. But 
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But ſuppoſe it had been axy other God in the ſingle 
number, yet to underſtand this of a Supream God, is 


very abſurd ; becauſe there is no other ſfupream God, 


but the Lord Fehovah, and thoſe who worſhip but one 
Supream God, worſhip him, and none elſe. - For a ſu- 
pream God is not to be pointed at, is not to be diſtin- 
guiſhed by his Perſon or Features, as one man is diſtin- 

iſhed from another: indeed a Prince may properly 
Ly to his Subje&ts, You ſhall own none but me for your 
King, becauſe they know his Perſon, and can diſtinguiſh 
him from all other men. But the Jews never ſaw God, 
nor any likeneſs gr, ſimilitude of him; they were not 
acquainted with 'his'Perſon, nor could they diſtinguiſh 
him from other Gods, by any perfonal Charadiers: 
they knew him only by his Notion and Charader of 
- the Supream Being, who made the World and all things 
in it, and brought them by a mighty hand out of the 
Land of Zgypt. Now does it not ſound very ſtrange, 
that the Supream' God,' who is known only by this 
CharaQter, that he is Supream, the great Creator and So- 
veraign Lord of the World, ſhould makg a Law, that 
we ſhould worſhip no other Supream God but himſelf ; 
when it is abſolutely impoſſible, that he'who worſhips 
a Supream and Soveraign God, ſhould worſhip any 0- 
ther God but himſelf; becauſe: he alone is the Supream 
God ;, and therefore thoſe who worſhip the Supream 
God, - under this Notion as Supream, worſhip him, and 
no other Being. So that if we will make ſenſe of it, the 
meaning of 4 firſt "Commandment is plainly this-: 
Thou ſhalt not give Divine Honours to any other Be- 


ings, as to inferiour Gods, as the Idglatrous PraQice of 
the World now is, which worſhips a'great many things 
for Gods ; but thou ſhalt worſhip only one Supream 
and Soveraign Being, the maker and Soveraign Lord - 

the 
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the World, which-is I'my ſelf, the Lord Fehovab, Who 
Rn thee. out of the Land of Agypr, out. of the 
-of Bondage... .When the Supream God comp, 
ws 40 warſhup hiraſelf, the meaning-mulſt be, that 
_ pay our Worlkip and Adorations to, a Supream Be- 
ing, conſidered as Supream; and he who worſhips ſuch 
a_Supream Being, worſhips the true God, whom we can 
nga from falſe: Gods only by this Chara&er, that 
he is Supream: And.when this Suprearn Being forbids 
us. ts worſhip.any other Gods, it muſt ſignifie, that we 
muſt worſhip nothing which-is not Supream, not that 
we-mult not believe that which is Supream to be 
the Supream God ; which would be ridiculous Nonſence, 
to,command them npt-to owg that: Being for. the 'Su- 
pream-God, which they know not to. be Supream. 

But, it may be. fajd, ;that the Heathens did worſhip 
ſome Beings; who were. not the preg God, as Su- 
pream, as this Author zells us, they did the Sun, though 
no bedytold him, ſo, that I, know. of ; for. Macrobius, 
whoni he cites in- this Cauſe, does not fay, that they: 
worſhipped the Sun as Supreary God, th g he 
that moſt - of the Gods they wortippe dd did ſ{ignifit 
Suns But ſuppoſe the. Sun were the chief of their. 
Worſhip, and Jook'd 'on as t an Reg hk 
cipal God, this does not prove that ' worſhip | 
things. to be w jons as t l pgs 
People have, and to be worſhipped under the Notion 5s 
Abfolutely Supream..,” Some Pygan- Idolaters, might 
worſhip a Creature as their chiet and. greateſt Doo s 
and might call it theirgreat, their eateſ os By 
it is the greateſt G Nag have ;-. ph rage rag 
of Gads, as Mr, Se/dew tells us, bby call he San 9 


being the chief Planet who direted- and: governed the. 


Influen- 


« 
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Influences of the reſt, not as the Maker of the World, 
as this Author afferts : But thoſe - who dire& their 
Worſhip toa Supream 'and Joveneign, ei, confidered 
as abſolutely -Supream; infinite-im all Rions, the 
- Maker and Governour-of the whole'World, can under 
this Notion worſhip no other but the Lord Fehovah, be- 
cauſe there is -no other Supream God but he. Which 
ſhews that rhe firſt Commandment 4s fo-far from: for- 
bidding the Worſhipof other Suprearn'Gods; beſides 'the 
Lord Fehovah, that to make ſenſe of it, theſ< orher Gods 
muſt be expounded not of Supream, but inferiour Det- 
ties; and it is fo far from being the Notion of Idolatry, 
to worſhip other Supream Beings)! beſides the' Lord Fe 
hovah, that it'is Nonſence to-ſuppblc it.'" The true No- 
tion of Idolatry in the firſt Corhmandment, is to wor 
ſhip ſome Inferiour »Beings, together with the Supream 
God It is a'groſfer fort of Kolatry, when men wholty 
negle&t the. Worſhip of the Sipreart-God, - 2nd worſhip 
ſome'Cregture for their \grenteſt* antf #hicfeſ God; and 
it is worſe ſtill, when men worſhip \bad' Spirits, than 
when they worſhip- goed Spirits, together with the 
Supream+God ;- bt'ir is-evident this 'Law \condemy; 
the Worſhip'of any Taferionr' Beings; thongh we $0.2 
worthip the Supreant'Goyrn te - ' a 


I ſhall give but one Inſtance more of this nature, and 
that is, the ſecond Commandment, which in fuch ex» 
preſs words forbids the Worthip of all Images, of what 


kind/or nature ſoever. Now whatever Reaſons men 


may imagine there are for the Worſhip'of Images, the 
can be of no force againſt an expreſs Law : And if theſe 
words be not expreſs, Thou ſhalt not make to thy ſelf any 
graven image, &c. I deſpair - of ever ſeeing an exprets 
Law, For Tad God intended by this Law-to forbid'the 
Worſhip of any Images, under what notion or _— 
oever, 


3k 
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ſoever, I would defire to know what more fignificane 
and comprehenſive words could have been uſed to have 
declared his mind, unleſs he had exprefly reje&ed thoſe 
falſe Interpretations, which the Patrons of Image-Wor- 
ſhip have-ſince invented, but were never thought an at 
that time. . 

The ſame Author, whom I have fo often mentioned, 
having expounded the firſt Commandment only to a 
poſitive ſence, not to forbid the Worſhip of other Gods, 
bat only to command the Worſhip of the Lord Febovah, 
expreſly contrary to the very ktrer and plain ſenſe of the 
Law; agreeably to this, he makes the ſecond Command- 
ment only to forbid the Worſhip of Idols or falſe Gods, 
and.not that neither, '\maleſs they take them for the Su- 
preme Deity. His words are theſe : * I 

In the next place, he forbids them the Workhip of al 
Idols, i.e. as himſelf deſcribes them, the likeneſs or fumili- 
tude of any thing that is in Heaven above, or in the Earth 


Pa. 


' beneath, or in the Water under the Earth. A plain and 


indeed a logical definition this, that Idolatry i giuing the 
Worſhip of the Supream God to any created, ——_—_ or 
vifible Deity, or any thing that cane repreſented. by an 
Image, which nothing but corporeal Beings can, and to ſup- 
poſe ſuch a Being the Supream Deity, u the only true and 
proper 1dolatry. Now let any man judge, whether this 
be not. ſuch a gloſs as utterly deſtroys the Text. 

As for his Worſhip of 7dols, there is no ſuch word in 
the Law, but Images, Likeneſſes, Similitudes ; but yet 


* T will not diſpute about this, for an /do/ does not only 


ſignifie a falſe God, but the Images either of falſe Gods, 
or falſe and corporeal I, yages of the true God. * For. the 
Idols of the FHeathens, as the Plalmilt tells us, are. filver, 
and gold, the work of mens hands; which can relate to 
nothing but Images and PiQtures : for corporeal Deities, 

. Which 


A Preſervative ogeinfl P OPERT. 


which were made byGod.are not the work of mens hands. 


Now /dolatry, he fays, u giving the yu of the . 


Supream God to any created, corporeal, or vifible Deity, 
or any thing which can be repreſented by an Image, which 
nothing but corporeal Beings can. Now how plain and lo- 
gical. (oever this definition of Idolatry be, there is not a 
word of it in the Text. That forbids not the Worſhip 
of any created, corporeal, or viſible Deity, ( which is 
forbid in the firſt Commandment ) but only the Wor- 
ſhip of Images, the likeneſs of any thing in Fleaven, or 
Earth, or in the Water under the Earth. Now an Image 
differs from the thing whoſe Image it is. And it is a 
very ſtrange Expoſition of the ſecond Commandment, 
which forbids nothing elſe but the Worſhip of Images, 
to take no notice of the Worſhip of Images as forbid in 
it. According to this gloſs upon the Law, a man may 
worſhip ten thouſand Images and Pittures, ſo he do not 
worſhip any viſible and corporeal Deity, and not break 
this Commandment ; which I think is not to give the 
ſenſe of the Law, but to expound it away. 

But how does the Worfhip of corporeal and viſible 
Deittes, and nothing elſe, appear to be forbid by this 
Law, which mentions nothing at all but the likeneſs of 
rhings in Heaven, and Earth, and Water > Why, our 
learned Author imagines that no Images can be made, 
but only for corporeal and viſible Deities, becauſe no- 


thing but corporeal Beings can be repreſented by an I- ' 


mage : which Conceit is worth its weight in Gold ; for 
it evidently proves, that there are no PiCtures of God 
the Father, nor of rhe Trinity, in the Church of Rowe, 


becauſe they are not corporeal Deities, and therefore can» 


not be repreſented by an Image: fo miſerably have all 


Travellers been miſtaken, who tell us of a great many 


fuch Pictures, and not very decent ones ricither. There 
| can 
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can indeed bs no, Þidtiite or Triage to repreſent the like- 
nels 3hd eddie of at thcorp fell God, bi yet the 
yifible parts of HEven and Earth, and the viſible Creg- 
tures in thei, may be re fefented by Images, and the 
Images of ſuch yilible things may be made the fymbo- 
fical repreſentations of inviſible and incorporeal Deities ; 
and ſuch inviſible and incorporeal Deities may be wor 
my <d 1n the likeneſs and ſimilitude of corporeal things ; 
and then | on ſure to forbid the Worſhip of Images may 
ſipnifie ſomething more than meerly to forbid the Wor- 
ſhip of ſome viſible and corporeal Deities; for it may 
fignific the Worſhip of inviſible and incorporeal Deities, 
by viſible Images. . But I perceive he imagined, that 
when God forbad them to make and worſhip the like- 
neſs of any thing in Heaven, in Earth, or in the Waters 
under the Earth, he only forbad the Worſhip of thoſe 
Beings, whoſe likeneſs or Images they made ; whereas 
all men know, that thoſe very Idolaters who worſhip- 
ped theſe glorious parts of the Creation, did not repre- 
ſent them in their proper likeneſſes and figures ; and that 
thoſe who worſhipped inviſible and incorporeal Beings, 
did it by material and viſible figures: which plainly 
roves, that when God forbad the Worſhip of Images, 
e had not reſpe& meerly to viſible and corporeal Dei- 
ties, but forbad Tmage-worſhip, whether they were the 
Images of viſible and corporeal, or of inviſible and in» 
corporeal Deities. _ | 
Our Author durſt not ſay ( as the Roman Advocates 
do ) that God in the ſecond Commandment only for- 
bids the Worſhip of Images as Gods; which is ſuch glo- 
rious Nonſence, that he could not digeſt it : and there- 
fore he ſuppoſes, that God does not torbid the Worſhip 
of Tinages at all, but only of ſuch corporeal Deities as 
may be repreſented by Images; which is a more gentile 
way 
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way of diſcarding the ſecond Commandment,. thzp to 
lexvet qut of 4 ook of Devotions. "bu if th wi 
ſtand to this, he condemos the Popilh Workhip of dead 
Men and. Womegn, for they are corporeal Deitics; nay, 
of Chriſt himfelf, conſidered as a man, who might be 
repreſented by an Image or Pifture. And thus I doybt 
he has done the Church of Rowe no kindneſs at all}: for 
this is a Demonſtratian againſt the:Worſhip of Saints, 
and the Virgin Mary, becaule they are c——_ corporeal, 
and viſible Beings, who may be repreſented by Images ; 
and he has thought of an Argument againſt Images, 
which neither the Scripture,” nor the Church" of Rome, 
know any thing of : The Church of Rome thinks it a 
go0d Argument for the Images of Chriſt, and the Saints, 

and the Virgin Mary, that they are repreſentable-by [ 
' mages and Pifures; and theretore there can be no hurt 
in fuch Images: And the: Scripture perpetyally, urges 
that Argument againſt Images, that the Deity capoor. be 
repreſented by an Image ; but neither of theſe Argu- 
ments are good, if our Author's Notion be good : For 
then to . worſhip ſuch corporeal Beings, as may be. re- 
aeuione by GT Þ to, worſhip corporeal. Gods, 
Which is Idolatry.,” Apd there: is ng danger ip theJma- 
ges of an incorparealDeity, which,caoaot repreſent the 
God for which they are made ; for whateyer the Image 
be, this is ogt-to worſhip a carporgal God, ſince we 
Wi tobe incorporegh, and therglore it is not Ido- 
"Ye he has one Salvo ſtill to excuſe thoſe from 1- 
arada who workup even .corporeal: Gods, ( for he 

aks not.a ward. of worſhipping the Images of. any 
Gags).that they.arg yo Hay og they, worlhip 
1ych.corpareal: Gods, oppoſing thew. 5:Þe the 'Supreays 
Deiey.; Whexcby be explains Khas h6-means by giving 
2 (-1 
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the Worſhip of the Supream God to any created, corporeal, 
or WY. <& 9g x think ſuch a God to be - SU» 
pream God,is to worſhip itas Supream. And thus thoſe 
who worſhipped the Sun, not thinking him to be the 
Supream God, but the chief Miniſter of Providence un- 
der the Supream God, with reference to this Lower 
World, as moſt of the Sun-Idolaters ſeemed to do, were 
not Tdolaters. Nay, very few of the Philoſopkers, 
though they worſhipped their Country Gods, were I- 
dolaters, becauſe they either did not believe them to be 


any Gods, or at leaſt not to be the Supream; as it is 


certain Socrates, and Plato, and Tuly, and many others 
did not. | 

But it is plain, that to worſhip the Supream God, is 
not meerly to ſuppoſe him to be Supream; for St. Pau/ 
tells us, that there were ſome , who knew God, but 
did not worſhip' him as God; and' therefore there 
is an external and viſible, Worſhip, which is due ro the 
Supream God, as well as the belief, that he is Supream : 
And if this Worſhip which is due to the Supream God, 
be given to any Being which we our ſelves do not be- 
lieve to be Supream, we are Idolaters; and then though 
we do not believe the Gods we worſhip to be Sapream, 
any kind or degree of Religious Worſhip, ( or which is 
uſed as an A@ of Religion, not as common and civil Re- 
ſpefts ) is Idolatry. This Commandment brings it as 
low as meerly bowing to an Image, and then I doubt no 
other A& of Religious Worſhip can eſcape the Charge 
of Idolatry. 01 Oh 20 

But though it is not my buſineſs to perſue this Au- 
thor, I cannot paſs over the very next Paragraph, where 


'he obſerves, Though there may ſeem to be two ſorts of it, 
( this Idolatry in worſhipping 'corporeal Beings ) frſt e4- 


#her 20 worſhip a material and created Being, as the Supream 
Detty : 
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Deity : Or ſecondly, to aſcribe any corporeal form or ſhape to 
the Divine Nature, yet in abel hib i one ; for w aſ- 
cribe unto the Supreme God any corporeal form, is the ſame thin 
as to worſhip a created Being, for ſo is every corporeal $ Wa 
fance. Which is a very wonderful Paragraph: for thus 
ſome of the Ancient Chriſtians, who believed God to be 
Corporeal, (as TertuSiawhimſelt did) but yet did not be- 
lieve that he was created, but that he created all things, 
were as very [dolaters, as thoſe who Worſhipped the Sun 
or Earth: And I would gladly know, who thoſe men are, 
who aſcribe unto the Supreme God, a Corporeal form, 
and yet think, that he was Created. I am apt to think 
they differ a little in their Philoſophy from our Author, 
and did believe that a Corporeal Supreme Deity might 
be uncreated; and then, I ſuppoſe, there may be ſome 
difference alſo between their worſhipping a Corporeal 
Created, and a Corporeal Uncreated God, at leaſt if 
mens Belief and Opinions of things makes a difference, 
as this Author muſt allow; for, if I underſtand him, to 
Worſhip a corporeal Being, without believing it tobe Su- 
preme, does not make them Idolaters, but ff they be- 
lieve it Supreme, it does; and by the ſame reaſon, th6 
to Worſhip a Supreme Corporeal Created Deity (if thar 
be not a contradiction ) be Idolatry, yet to Worſhip a 
Corporeal, which they believe to be an uncreated Deity, 
1s no [dolatry : For though I believe with our Author, 
that all corporeal Beings are Created, yet, I fuppole, thoſe 
who believed God to be Corporeal, did not believe, that 
every thing, that is Corporeal, was Created. 

: So that the firſt and ſecond Commandments are very 
plain and expreſs Laws, the one forbidding the Religious 
Worſhip of all inferiour Beings, corporeal or incorporeal, 
with or without the Supreme God, or forbidding the. 
Worſhip of all other Beings but the Supreme God ; the 


other. 
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r forbidding the External and Niſble Worſhip off a; 
rain, there can be no good Arguments tg Juſlific ſack 
Pra@ices as zre.torbid by thele Laws, yet no Chriſtian 
ced trouble himſelf tq anſwer them, for be they what. 
they will, it is 2 ſufficient anſwer to them, to ſay, That 


BS 


. they are againſt an, expreſs Lay. 


2. Another Rule is, in matters of Faith, or in ſuch 
things as can be known onely by Revelatjoo, Not to 
build our Faith upon any Reaſons, withqut the Authorje 
ty of Scripture. That this may be the better under- 
ſtood, I ſhall briefly ſhew what theſe things are, which 
can be known anely by Revelation, and therefore which 
every Proteſtant ſhould demand a plain Scripture Proof 
for, before he believes them, whatever Reaſons are pre- 
tended for them: As, | 

1. Whatever depends ſolely upon the will and ap- 
pointment of God, which God might do, or might nog 
do, as he pleaſed. In ſuch caſes our onely inquiry is, 
What God has done? And this can be known agely by 
Revelation ; for Reaſon agnce diſcover it, becauſe it de- 
pends not upon any. neceſſary Reaſon, but on the free 
and arbitrary appointment of God : as St. Paw! tells us, 
That as no man knows the things of a man, but the ſpirit of 
man, that .s in him ; ſo no may kypweth the things of God, 
but the ſpirit of God : That is, as no man can tell the ſe- 
cret thoughts and purpoſes of a man, nor how he will 
determine humſelf in matters of. his own free. choice and 
eleion : ſo what depends purely upon the will of God, 
is known onely to the Spirit of God, and therefore can 
be made known to us onely by Reyelation. 

| Many ſuch things there are in diſpute between us.and 
the " of Rowe, which depend fo intirely upon the 
Vill of God, that they may be, or may nat be, as God 
| No 


:Plraſes. Asfor inſtance, 
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No inan, par. company of meg, can be Infallible, un- 
leſs God beſtow Infallibility on. them ; for Infallibili- 
ty is not a natural Endowment, but a ſupernatural Gift ; 


and therefore no Reaſon can prove, the Biſhop of Rome, - 


or 4 General Council to be Infatlible; God niay make 
them Infallible, it he pleaſes, and if he pleafes, he may 
not do it : and therefore our onely inquiry here is, What 
God has done? And this can be known onely by Re- 
velation. | h 

"Thus that the Church of Rowe onely, and thofe Chur- 
ches that are in Communion with her, ſhonld be the Ca- 
tholick Church, and the Biſhop of Rome the Oecumeni- 
cal Paſtor, and the Center of Catholick Unity muſt de- 
pend wholly upon Inſtitution, for nothing but the Will 
and Appointment of God, can give this Preheminence 
and Prerogative to the Church and Biſhop of Rome, a- 
bove all other Churches and Biſhops. No Reaſon ther 
can prove this without plain and expreſs Scripture to 
prove ſuch an Inſtitution. 

Were there nothing in Scripture or Reaſon to prove, 
that the Sacrament of the Lord's Suppet tis not a propiti- 
atory Sacrifice for the Living and the Dead, yet no Req- 
ſon can prove, that it is: For the vertue and acceptati- 
on of a Sacrifice, intircly depends upon the will and ap- 
pointment of God, at leaſt ſo far, that noSacrifice can be 
Propitiatory without it : And therefore there can be no 
other proof, that the Maſs is a propitiatory Sacrifice, but 
—_— of God's Will and Inſtitution, that it ſhall 
be ſo, 

2. Thoſe things alfo can be proved onely by Scripture, 
which are done in the other Workd, which is an unknown 
and inviſible State to-us, any farther than the Scripture 
has revealed it : and men may more reaſonably expe to 
find out, by the power of Reaſon, what is done every 
day 
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day in China, or the moſt remote and unknown parts of 


the Earth, than what is done in the other World. And 
then there are a great many things wherein you 
muſt reje& all pretences to Reaſon, any farther than it is - 
fupported by plain and evident Scripture. As to give 
ſome inſtances of this alſo: | 

1. No Reaſon can prove, that there is ſuch a place as 
Purgatory, for that is an inviſible place in the other 
World ; if there be any ſuch place, no man living ever 
faw it ; and then how can any man know, that there is 
ſach a place, unleſs it be revealed 2 To attempt to prove, 
that there is ſuch a place as Purgatory, meerly by Rea- 
ſon, is juſt as if a man, who had ſome general notion of 
an Inquiſition, but never had any credible information, 
that there aQually was any ſuch place, ſhould undertake 
to prove, by Reaſon, that there is and muſt be ſuch a 
place as the Inquiſition ; though he would happen to 
gueſs right, yetit is certain his Reaſons ſignified nothing ; 
tor ſome Countries have the Inquiſition, and ſome have 
not ; and therefore there might have been no Inquiſition 
any where, how ſtrong ſoever the Reaſons for it might 
be thought to be. We may as well deſcribe, by the 
power ot Reaſon, the World in the Moon, and what kind 
of Inhabitants there are there, by what Laws they live, 
what their Buſineſs, what their Pleaſures, and what their 
Puniſhments are, as pretend: to prove, that there is a Pur- 
gatory in the next World, for they are bothequally un- 
known to us 3 and 1t Reaſon cannot prove that there is 
ſuth a place as Purgatory, nothing elfe which relates to 


' Purgatory, can be proved by Reaſon. 


2. Nor can we know what the State of Saints in Hea- 
ven is, without a Revelation, for no man has been there 
to ſee: the State of the other World is ſuch things as net-' 
ther Eye hath ſeen, nor Ear heard, neither hath ut entred 

- into 
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into the Heart of man toconceive, And then [ cannot 
-——_ how we ſhould know thee things by Rea- 


a Chance af ine ccacher na c0 Pray 0 Griats, and 
to fe to their Help and Aid : And there are a great ma- 
ny which a wiſe man would deſire to know, be- 
fore he can think it fit to pray to them ; which yet it is 
impoſſible to know, without a Revelation : as, Whether 
the Sgints we dire&t our Prayers to, be in Heaven? 
Which is very fit to be known, and:yet can certainly be 
known but of a very few of that vaſt number, that are 

worſhipped in the Church of Rowe ; the Apoſtles of 
Chriſt, and the Virgin Mary, wehave reaſon to believe 
are in Heaven, and we mey hapewell of others, but we 
cannot know it: No man can ſee who is there, and 
bare hope, how ftroog focver, is not a ſufficient founda- 
tion for ſuch a Religious Invocation of unknown Saints, 
who, ed crete ram in Heaven, 
may be. in Hell, or at leaft in Purgatory, where they 
| —_— not 1n a-condition-to intercced 

us. 

Thus it is neceſlary to know, what the-power 
antemboricyet aby Seine! in Heavea is, before we pray 
to them; for it is to.no purpoſe topray tothem, -unlets 
we know they can help us. The-Council of Zrext re- 
0 rr rg 7 amo who 


= 


this witinare Revelation: R—_ be in Heaven, and 

got be Ncdiators and Advogates. 

Thus, whatover their cr” Hamm may be, it. 
is 


a 


Power: to do this, but defire to know, Whether he Joes | 
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is to no purpoſe to pray to them, unleſs we are ſure, 
that they hear our Prayers; and thus nothing but a Re- 
velation can aſſure us of ; for no natural Reaſon can aſſure 
us, that meer Creatures, asthe moſt glorious Saints in 
Heaven are, can hear our ſoft, nay mental Prayers, at 
ſuch a vaſt diſtance, as there is between Heaven and 
Earth. ; 

Such matters as[theſe, which Reaſon can give us no 
aſſurance of, if they be to be proved at all, muſt be pro- 
ved by Scripture ; and therefore as the pretence of pro- 


ving theſe things by Reaſon is vain, ſo no Proteſtane 


ſhould be ſo*vain, as to trouble himſelf to anſwer ſuch 
Reaſons. 

But you'll fay, . The Papiſts do pretend to prove theſe 
things by: Scripture. * I anſwer, Sa far it is. very well ; 
and I onely deſire our Proteſtant to keep them to their 
Scripture Proofs, and to reject all their Reaſons ; and then 


kt them:ſce, what they can make of it. As for Scri- 
Pture-Proofs, they-ſhall be conſidered preſently. 


3. More particularly you-muſt renounceall ſuch Rea- 
ſons, as amount to no more than ſome May-bes and Po 
fibilities.; - for what.onely may be, may not be, and every 
thing that is poſſible, is not aftually done. As for in- 
ſtance: When yow ask theſe men, How you can be aſ- 
ſured, that the Saints in' Heaven can hear our Prayers? 
They offer to ſhew you by what ways this may be done : 


They may ſee all things in the Glaſs of the Trinity, and 
thereby know all things, that God knows. Which is 


but a,may-be; and yet it. is'a more likely may-be, that 
there is- no ſuch Glaſs as gives the Saints a comprehen» 


five view of all that is in God. Well, but God can re- 


veal all the Prayers to the Saints, which are made to 
them on Earth. Very right! 'we diſpute not God's 


i 
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it-or not ; -and his bare power to do it, does not 'prove 
that : But the Saints in Heaven may be informed of 
what is done on Earth, by thoſe who go from hence 
thither, or by thoſe Miniſtring Angels who frequently 
paſs betweenHeavenand Earth: but this may not be too; 
and if it were, it would not apſwer the purpoſes of 
Devotion: for in this way of intercourſe the News may 
come too late to the Saints, to whom we pray, for the 
Saints to do us any good: As, ſuppoſe a man pray to the 
Virgin Mary in the hour of Death, or in a great Storm 
at Sea, the man may be dead, and Ship wrackt before the 
Virgin knows of his Prayers, and may carry the firſt 
news of it into the other World himſelf. * Such kind 
of May-bes and ConjeQures as theſe, are a very ſorry 
Foundation for-an Infallible Church to build - her Faith 
ON. .- | 
4. You muſt reje& alſo all ſuch Reaſons in Divine 
and Spiritual things, as are drawn from Earthly Patterns. 
A conſidering man would a little wonder, how a Papiſt 
ſhould-ſo pancually determine what is done in the 0- 
ther World, without, ſpeaking. with any one who has 
ſeen it, and without having any Revelation about it, as I 
have already - obſerved; but whoever conſiders many 
of their Arguments, will ſoon find that they make this 
World the Pattern of the next, and reaſon from Senſible 
to. Spiritual things. < 
Thus the true Foundation of Saint-worſhip is, that 
men judge of the Court of Heaven -by the Courts of 
earthly Princes : The moſt effeftual way to obtain any 
Requeſt of our Prince, is to addreſs our ſelves to ſome 
powerful Favourite ; and they take it for granted, that 
all Saints and Angols in Heaven are ſuch Favourites, and 
can obtain whatever they ask ; and therefore they pray 
very devoutly to them, and beg their A 
G 2 wit 
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with God and ther Saviour:  Efpecially in earthly = 
Courts the Queet Mother is ſuppoſed to have a power- 
ful influence uport the young Prince het Son ; and there- 
fore they do not doubt but the Virgin Mary, the Mo- 
ther of Chriſt, can do what ſhe pleaſes with her Sort ; 
And fine it is gerierally obſetved, that Women are more 
ſoft, and tender, and compaſſionate, than men, they 
hope to gain that by her Intercefiion, which He, who 
died for them, w not grant without it ; and there. 
fore they beg her to ſhew her ſelf ro be a Mother, that 
is, to take the Authority of a Mother upon her, and 
command her Son. Thus Princes and Great Men love 
to have their Pi&ures ſet up in publick places, and to 
have all civil Reſpe&s paid to them, which redounds to 
the honour of thoſe whoſe Pritures they are ; and there- 
fore they imagine that this is as acceptable tro Chriſt 
and the Saints, as it is to Men; as if the other World 
on_ nothing elſe but a new Scene of Senfe and Paf- 
- Mankind is very apt to ſuch kind of Reaſoninps as 
theſe; and indeed they aan have no other, ' when they 
will undertake to gueks at unſeen and imknawn things: 
But if there be IE IIELOng of Hea-- 
ven and Earth, if pure Spirits, who are ted from 
Iſh and Senſe, have other Paffions and Refentments 
n Men have, that is, if we muſt not judge of ſpiritual 
things by Senſe, of the Government of God by the Paſ- 
fions of men, then ſuch Reaſonings as theſe may _ 
us to abſurd and fooliſh Superſtitions, but are a very 
_— fer any new and uncommanded As of 
Worſhip. | 

5. Never admit any Arguments meerly from the 
aſefulneſs, conveniency-, or ſuppoſed ty of any 
thing, to provethat it-is. As for inſtance : CIS 

cume». 
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Oecumenical Biſhop, apd an Infallible Judge of Contro- 
verſies, are thought abſolutely neceſſary to the Unity of 
the Church, and eerteinty of Faith, and confounding of 
Schiſms and Hereſies. If there be not a Supream Pa- 
ſtar, there can be na Unity ; if there be not an Iafallible 
Judge, + there: can be no certainty in ; eyery 
man muſt be left to his own private J and 
then there will be as many different Religions, as there 
are Faces, Now it I thought all this were true, ( as [ 
believe not a. ward of it is ) I ſhould only 

that it is great pity that there is nat ag a Unc Paſtar 
and Infallible Judge inſtituted by Cleft ;- but if you 
wauld have me conclude from theſe Pea 

there is an Univerſal Biſho gy hare Fees of we 

_ Wow Infallible be Judge of Controverſies, 1 muſt beg 


CELERY: 


Nt othrove, _ Om is fucha Judge, but anly that there 
aught-tobe one, andtherefore I muſt eopchade no more 
from them. Indeed thus phony 7 md way of 


Se ET IIS 
a to ver 5 not 

what we think fo vſeful , convenient , X ne 

which is a truer and mare modeſt way of Resfoning, 
than to conclude that Gad gun fach 8 Juggs, - 
when no ſuch thing appears, MY per Va think i 
ſo uſeful and » that be ought to do it. Theſe 


Direftions are ffficicat to Preſerve all naning Pros - 
teſtants from being impoſed ag by.the wc 
ings of Papiſts 


becauſe what we may call uſeful, coovents - 
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SECT. II. 
Concerning Scripture-P roofs. 


2.. 3 Et us now conſider their Scripture-Proofs, though 
, it is not choice, but neceſſity, which puts them 
upon this Tryal: When they have good Catholicks to 
deal with, a little Scripture will ſerve the turn, but He- 
reticks will be ſatisfied with nothing elſe ; and therefore. 
in diſputing with them, they are forced to make ſome 
Httle ſhew and appearance of proving their Dodrines by 
Scripture ; but they come very unwillingly to it, and 
make as much ofa little, as may be. The truth is, there 
is Evidence enough, that they have no great confidence 
in the Scripture themſelves, and therefore do not deal 
honeſtly and fairly with poor Hereticks , when they 
make their -hoafts of Scripture. | 
For did they believe that their DoQtrines which they 
endeavour to prove from Scripture, were plainly and c- 
vidently contained in them, why ſhould they deny the 
People the liberty of reading; the Scriptures ? Tf the Scri- 
ptures be for them, why ſhould they be againſt the Scri- 
ptures? The common Pretence 1s, that thoſe who are 
unlearned, put very wild ſences upon Scripture, and ex- 
poynd it by their own fancies; which in many caſes in- 
deed is too true: but why ſhould the Church of Rome 


- be more afraid of this, than other Proteſtant Churches 2? 


If they think the Scripture is as much for them, as we 
think it is for us, why dare not they venture this as well 
as we? Weare not afraid men ſhould read the Scripture, 
though we ſee what wild Interpretations ſome put on 
them, becauſe we are certain we can prove our Faith by 
Scripture, and are able to fatisfic all honeſt men, who 
will 
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will impartially ſtudy the Scriptures, that we give the 
true ſence of them ; and.if they believed, they could do 
Ao too, Why. do they avoid this:tryal,, when ever they 
can? For though they admit People to diſpute from the 
Seripture in England, where they cannot help it, yet 
they will not allow them ſo much as to ſee the Scriptures 
in /taly or Spain, where they have power to hinder it : 
Nay they themſelves do in efte& cones, that the peculi- 
ar Doftrines and Praftices of their Religion, wherein 
they differ from all other Chriſtian Churches, cannot be 
proved by Scripture, And therefore to help them our; 
where the Scripture fails, they fly to unwritten Tradi- 
tions, which they make of _ authority with the Scri- 
-ptures themſelves ; which they would never do, were 
they not convinced, that the Scriptures are not ſo plain 
,on their ſide, as to fatisfie any man, who has not already 
"given himſelf, up to the Church of Rowe with an impli- 
cite Faith, | | 
And therefore, before you enter into any debate about 
the ſence 'of any particular Texts of Scripture, and their 
way of proving their particular Dodrines from Scripture, 
ask. them two Queſtions, without a plain Anſwer: to 
= it is to no purpoſe to diſpute with them out of 
Cripture. ; $118 
 Ask 1. Whether they will allow the Holy Scriptures 
.to be a complete and perfe&t Rule of Faith; that no 
Chriſtian ought to receive any Dodrine for an Article of 
Faith, which cannot be proved from Scripture ?- Thisto 
'be ſure they muſt not allow, ,unleſs they will reje& the 
Council of Trent, which gives as venerable an Authori- 
ty to Tradition, as to Scripture it ſelf : Since then they 
have: two Rules, Scripture and Tradition; when they 
pretend to diſpute from Scripture, it is reaſonable to 
- know of them, whether they will ſtand to Seripture, = 
7 res 


js 2 Proſeonter gud POFERY. + 
reect ſach a DoQrine if it cannot be Þ y proved out 


up | 'diſpute with' 
them: For why ſhould I difpute with any man from: Sori- 
pture, who will not ſtand to the enendanion of Scri- 
pture ?- We Proteſtants indeed do own the Authority 
of Scripture ; and what we 'fce plainly proved oat of 
Scripture, we muſt abide by:: which 1s reaſon _ 
for us to examine the Scripture-proofs which are pr | 
ced by CR Fur it is ſufficient ro make 
them bluſh, if they had any modeſty, to pretend tvprove 
their Do&rines Scripture, when 'rhey themſelves 
do not believe them'meerly upon the Authority of-Sert- | 
pture, and dare not their Cauſe upon 'that iſſue; 
which gives a juſt ſuſpicion, thut they ure confoivus to 
themſelves, that their Scripture-proots are not good, any 
ſhould make Proteſtants very careful, how they are. im- 
poſed on by them. Todiſpute upon ſuch Principles @s 
are no owned'on both ſides, can liſh nothing, xho' 
it may blunder'and confound un Adverfary ; 'it is onely 
a tryal of Wit, where the ſabtileft Diſpurant will have 
the Viatory ; and it is not worth the y dlo for any man 
to diſpute upon rheſe rerins. 

This is not to reje& the Authority of Scriptures, 
cauſe the Papiſts Es Cate corn ail 
do, but it is an way'for men, whore not 5kil- 
ied \in Difputations., to deliver themſelves from the 
rroubleſotneItmportanitics of Popiſh Prieſts, when loarn- 
wd men, who can deteft their Fallaties, arevor'of the way. 
Let chem but ask them, Whether all che peculiar 'Ds- 
Arines of the Church of Rome can be proved by-plat 

re-evidence ? ela fay, they can; then they 
reje@ rhe unwritten Traditions, and 
ackrowedge re Sonar 1 be coinplereamd pon 
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Rule of Faith. A point, which I believe, no underſtand-: 


ing Prieſt will yeild. If they fay, they cannot ; ask 
them, With what confidence they pretend to prove that 
from Scripture, which they confeſs is not in it > Why 
they go about to impoſe upon you, and to perſwade you 
to believe that upon the Authority of Scripture, which 
they themſelves confeſs, is not, at leaſt not plainly, con» 
tained in Scripture. s ; 

2. Ask ſuch Diſputants, who alledge the Authority of 
Scripture to prove their Popiſh rines, How they 
themſelves know what the ſence of Scripture is, and how 
you ſhall know it > For it is a ridiculous undertaking 
to prove any thing by Scripture, unleſs there be a cer- 
tain way of finding out the ſence of Scripture. Now 
there can be but three ways of doing this, cither by an 
infallible Interpreter, or by the unanimousconſent of Pri- 
mitive Fathers, or by ſuch Humane means as are uſed to 
find out the ſence of other Books. 

I. If por ſay, we muſt learn the ſence of Scripture 
from an infallible Interpreter : Tell them, this is not to 
diſpute, but to beg the Cauſe. - They are to prove from 
Scripture, the Doctrines of the Church of Rome ; and to 
do this, they would have us take the Church of Rome's 
Expoſition of Scripture. And then we had as good take 
her word for all, without diſputing. Burt yet, 

I. They know, that we reject the pretences of an in- 
fallible Interpreter : We own no ſuch infallible Judge of 
the ſence of Scripture. And therefore, at leaſt, if they 
' . will diſpute with us, and prove their Do&rines by Scri- 
pture, they muſt fetch their Proofs from the Scriptures 
themſelves, and not appeal to an infallible Interpreter, 
whom wediſown : Which is like appealing to a Judge in 
Civil matters, whom one of the contending Parties tIhinks 
incompetent , and to whoſe Judgment they = = 

H and; 


49 


50 


A Preſervative againfi POPERY. 

ſtand ; which is never likely to end any Controverſie : 
and yet they cannot quit an infallible Interpreter, wich- 
out granting, that we may underſtand the Scriptures 
without ſuch an Interpreter ; which'is to give up the 

Cauſe of Infallibility. | 
2. One principal Diſpute between ns and the Church 
of Rome, is about this infallible Interpreter ; and they 
know, - that we will not own ſuch an Interpreter, unleſs 
they can prove from Scriptnre, that there is ſach an one, 
ad who he is. The inquiry then is, How we ſhall 
learti from Scripture, that there/is ſuch an infallible Ir« 
terpretertthat is,who ſhall Expound thoſeScriptures to us, 
which muſt prove that there. is an infallible Tnterpreter 2 
if without an infallible Interpreter we cannot find out the 
true fence of ' Scripture, how ſhall we know the true 
fente of Scriptare, before we know this infallible Inter» 
preter> For an Interpreter, how jofallible ſoever he be, 
cannot interpret Scripture for us, before we know him ; 
and if we muſt know this infallible Interpreter by Scri- 
ptute, wemuſt at traſt underſtand theke Scriptures, which 
dire&t us to this mfallible Interpreter, without his a. 
filtance. So that of neceſſity ſome Scriptures muſt be 
ufderſtood without an malſible Interpreter, and there- 
fore he is not neceſſary for the Interpretation of all Scri- 
pture : And then I defire to know, why other Scriptures 
may not be underſtood the fame way, by which we muſt 
ont the meanmg of thoſe Texts which dire& us to 
an mfallible Interpreter 2 There ate a hundred places of 
Seripture, winch our Adverſaries muſt gram, ares plain 
and eaſte to be underſtood, as thoſe : And we believe ir 
as cafie a matter to find all the other 7ren?-Articles in 
Scripture, as the Supremacy and Infalltbility-of the 
Biftrop of Rowe. Tf ever there needed an infallible In- 
rerpreter of 'Scriptare, it ts to prove fuch an infallibke 
| Inter- 
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Interpreter from Scripture; but npon this occaſion he 
cannot be had, and if we may make fhift without him 
here, we may as well ſpare him 1n all bther caſes. 

3- Suppoſe we were ſatisfied from Scripture, that 
there is ſuch an infallible Interpreter, ytt it were worth 
knowing, where his infallible Interpretation is to be 
found ; tor if there be ſuch an Interpreter who never In- 
terprets, I know not how either they or we ſhall under- 
ſtand Scripture the better for him : Now, have either 
Popes or General Councils given us an authentick and 
infaltible Expoſition of Scripture ? . I know of none ſuch : 
all the Expoſitions of Scripture in the Church of Rome, 
are writ by private DoRors, who were far enough from 
being infallible; and the buſineſs of General Councils, 
was not to expound Scripture, but to define Articles of 
Fatth: and therefore we find the ſence of very few Texts 
of Scripture Synodically defined-by any General Coun- 
cil; I think, not above four or five by the Council of 
Trent. So that after all their talk of an infallible Inter- 
preter, when they undertake to expound particular 
Texts, and to diſpute with us about the ſence of them, 
they have no more Infalliblity in this, than we have ; 
for if they have an infaffible Interpreter, they are never 
the better for him, for he has not given them an infal- 
ble Interpretation, and therefore they are forced todo 
as Proteſtants do, interpret Scripture according to their 
own $kill and underftanding, which, 1ſuppoſe, they will 
not fay, 15 infallible. 

But you'll ſay, though the Church has not given-usan 
infallible Interpretation of Scripture, yet the has given - 
-us'an infallible Expoſition of theFairh, and that is an in- 
fallible Rule for expounding Scripture. I anſwer, there 
is a vaſt difference between theſe two : for our diſpute 
15 not about the ſence of their Church, but about the 
H 2 lence 
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ſence of the Scripture; we know what DoQrines their 


Church has defined, but we defire to ſee them proved 


from Scripture :*And is it not a very modeſt and plea- 
ſant propoſal, when the diſpute is, how their Faith'agrees 
with Scripture, #0 make their Faith the Rule of expound- 
ing Scripture? Though, I confeſs, that is the only way 
I know of, to make their Faith and the Scriptures agree ; 
but this brings the Scriptures to their Faith, does not 
prove their Faith from Scripture. 

IT. Asfor Expounding Scripture by the unanimous con- 


ſentof Primitve Fathers: This is indeed the Rule which 


the Council of Trent gives, and which their Dofors 
ſwear to obſerve ; how well ap keep this Oath, they 
ought to conſider. Now as to this, you may tell them, 
that you would readily pay a great deference to the una- 
nimous conſent of Fathers, could you tell how to know 


it ; and therefore in the firſt place you deſire to know 


the agreement of how many Fathers makes an unani- | 
mous Conſent : for you have been told, that there have 
been as great variety in interpreting Scripture among 
the ancient Fathers, as among our modern Interpreters ; 
that there are very few, it any controverted Texts of 
Scripture, which are interpreted by an unanimous con» 
ſent of all the Fathers. If this unanimous Conſent then 
ſgnifie all the Fathers, we ſhall.be troubled to find ſuch 
a Conſent in expounding Scripture ; muſt it then be the 
unanimous Conſent of the greateſt number of Fathers 2 
This will be a very hard thing, eſpecially for unlearned 
men to tell Noſes: we can know the Opinion onely of 
thoſe Fathers who were the Writers in every Age, and 
whoſe Writings have been preſerved down to us; and 
who can tell, whether the major number of thoſe Ea- 
thers whodid not write, or whoſe Writingsare loſt, were 
of the fame mind with thoſe whoſe Writings we have ? 

and 
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and why muſt the major part be always the wiſeſt and 
beſt men ? andif they were not, the conſent of a few 
wiſe men, is to be preferred before great numbers of other 
Expoſitors. 

Again, ask them, whether theſe Fathers were Infallt- 
ble or Traditionary Expoſitors of Scripture, or whether 
they expounded Scripture according to their own pri- 
vate Reaſon and Judgment : if they were Infallible Ex- 
poſitors, and delivered the Traditionary ſence and inter- 
pretation of Scripture, it is.a little ſtrange, how they 
ſhould differ in their Expoſitions of Scripture, and as 
ſtrange how private Doors and Biſhops ſhould in that 
Age come to be Infallible, and how they ſhould loſe it 


in this ; for now Infallibility is confined to the Biſhop of 


Rome, and a General Courfcil. If they were not Infalli- 
ble Expoſitors, how comes their Interpretation of Scri- 
pture to be ſo ſacred, that it muſt not be oppoſed 2 Nay, 
how comes an Infallible Church to preſcribe ſuch a fal- 
lible Rule of interpreting Scriprures? If they expound- 
ed Scripture according to their own Reaſon and Judg- 
ment, as it is plain they did; then their Authority is 
no more ſacred that their Reaſon is ; and thoſe are the 
beſt Expoſitors, whether Ancient or Modern, whoſe Ex- 
poſitions are backed with the beſt Reaſons. We think 
ita great confirmation of our Faith, that the Fathers of 
the Church in the firſt and beſt Ages did believe the 
fame Dattrines, and expound Scripture in great and 
concerning points, much to the ſame ſence thar we do ; 
and therefore we refuſe not to appeal to them, but yer 
we do not wholly build our Faith upon the Authority of 
theFathers ; we forſake them where they forfake the 
Scriptures, or put perverſe ſences on them ; and fo does 
the Church of Rome” roo, after all their boaſt of the Fa-- 
thers, when they contraditt the preſcar Romay-Catholick 
Faith 
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as they do very often, though I believe without any 
malicious deſign, becauſe they knew nothing of it. | 

However, ask them once more, whether that ſence 
which they give of thoſe Texts of Scripture, which are 
controverted between us and the Church of Rome, be 
confirmed by the unanimous conſent of all the ancient Fa- 
thers : whether, for inſtance, all the ancient Fathers did 
expound thoſe Texts, Thos art Peter, and on this Rock _ 
1 T build my Church, and feed my Sheep, &c, of the 
perſonal Supremacy and Tnofallibility of Peter And his 
Succeflors the Biſhops of Rowe £ Whether they all ex- 
pounded thoſe words, This is my Body, .of the Tranſub- 
ſtantiation of the Elements of Bread-and Wine into the 
natural Fleſh and Bloud of Chriſt ? and thoſe words, 
Drink ye all of this, to ſignifie, Let none drink of the | 
Cup but the Prieſt who conſecrates ? and fo in other 
Scriptures. If they have the confidence to ſay, that all 
the Fathers expounded theſe and ſuch-like Scriptures, as 
the Doors of the Church of Rome now do, tell them, 
you have heard and ſeen other Expoſitions of ſuch Scri- 
ptares cited from the ancient Fathers by our Divines, 
and that you will refer that cauſe to them, and have it 
tried whenever they pleaſe. * | 

ITT. There is noother way then left of underſtanding 


Scripture, but to expound it as we do other Writings ; 


by conſidering the ſignification and propriety of words 
and phraſes, the ſcope and context of the place, the rea- 
ſons of things, the Analogie between the Old and New 
Teſtament, and the like : When they diſpute with Pro- 
teftants, they can reaſonably pretend to no other way 
of expounding Scripture, becauſe we admit of no other ; 
and yet if they allow of this, they open a wide Gap for 
all Hereſfies to come into the Church ; they give yp the 
Authority of the Church, and make every man his 

own 
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own Pope, and expoſe themſelves to all the fenſeleſs 
Rallery of their admired Pax Yobiss By this they con- 
feſs, that the Scripture may be underſtood by Reaſon, 
that they can back their Interpretations with ſuch pow- 
erful Arguments, as are able to convince Hereticks, who 
reject the Authority of an Infallible Interpreter; and 
then they muſt unfſay all their hard Sayings againſt che 
Scriptures, That they are dart and obſcure, dead Letters, 
unſenced Charatters, meer figured Ink and Paper ; they 
muſt recant all their Rallery againſt expounding Sert- 
pture by a private Spirit, and allowing every man to 
judge of the ſence of it, and to chuſe what he pleaſes : 
for thus they do themſelves when they diſpute with 
Hereticks about the fence of Scripture ; and I am pret- 
ty confident, they would never ſpeak againſt Scripture 
nor a private Spirit more, if this private Spirit would 
but make us Converts ; but the miſchief is, a private 
Spirit, if it have any tindure of Sence and Reaſon, ſel- 
dom expounds Scripture to a Roman-Catholick ſence. 
* $0 that in truth it isa vain, nay a dangerous thing 
for Papiſts to difpnte with Proteſtants about the fence 
of Scripture ; for it betrays the Cauſe of the Church, 
and vindicates the Scriptures and every mans natural 
Right of judging from the Ulurpations and Encroach- 
ments of a pretended Infalltbility : bt yet diſpute they 
do, and attempt to prove their Dotrines from Scripture, 
And becauſe it is too large a task for this preſent Under- 
taking, ro examine all their Seripture-Proofs, 1 ſhall 
only obſerve ſome general faults rin are guilty of, 
which whoever is aware of, is tn no danger of being 
impoſed on by their Pretences to Scripture : and [ ſhall 
not induſtrionfly multiply Particulars , for there arc 
ſome few palpable miſtakes, which run through moſt of 
their Scripture-Proofs. 
t. As 


55 


86 


A Preſervative again POPERYT. 

x. As firſt, many of their Scripture-Proofs are foun- 
ded upon the likeneſs of a word or phraſe, without any 
regard to the-ſence and ſignification of that word in 
Scripture, or to the matter to which it is applied : As 


for inſtance, There is not a more uſeful DoEtrine to the 


Church of Rome, than that of unwritten Traditions, 
which are of equal nay 4 with the Scriptures ; for 
were this owned, they might put what novel DoCtrines 
they pleaſed upon us, under the venerable name of an- 
cient and unwritten Traditions. Well, we deny that 
there. are any ſuch unwritten Traditions, which are of 
equal Authority with the Scripture, ſince the Canon of 
Scripture was written and perfected, and defire them to 
prove that there are any ſuch unwritten Traditions. 
Now they think it ſufficient to do this, if they can but 
find the word Tradition 1n Scripturez and that we 
confeſs they do in ſeveral places: for Tradition ſigni- 
fies only the delivery of the DoQtrine of the Golpel, 
which we grant was not done perfeQly in writing, when 
thoſe Epiſtles were written, which ſpeak of Traditions 
by word, as well as by Epiſtle. But becauſe the whole 
Dottrine of the Goſpel was not written at firſt, but de- 
livered -by word” of mouth, does it hence follow, that 


 afterthe Goſpel is written, there are ſtill unwritten Tra- 


ditions of equal Authority with the Scripture 2 This is 
what they ſhould prove; and the meer naming of Tra- 
ditions in Scripture, before the Canon was perfeRed, 
does not prove this: for all men know, that the Goſpel 
was delivered bygyord of mouth, or by unwritten Tra- 
dition, before it was written ;. but this does by no means 
prove, that there are unwritten Traditions , after the 
Goſpel was written. To prove this, they ſhould ſhew 
ns where it is (aid, that there are ſome Traditions which 
ſhall never be written, that the Rule of Faith ſhall al- 
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ways conſiſt, partly of written , partly of unwritten 
Traditions. | | 

Thus we know how zealous the Church of Rome is 
for their Purgatory»fire, wherein all men, who are in a 

ſtate of grace,or delivered from the guilt of their ſins, muſt 
yet undergo that puniſhment of them, which has not been 
ſatisfied for by other means. As profitable a Dottrine as a- 
ny the Church of Rome has, becauſe it gives great Autho- 
rity toSacerdotal Abſolutions, and ſetsa good price upon 
Maſſes for the Dead, and Indulgences : and yet the beſt 
proof they have for this,is that Fire mentioned, I Cor.3. 
I 3-14-15. Every mans work ſhall be made manifeſt : for t 
day ſbal! declare it becauſe it ſhall be revealed by fire,and the 
fire ſhall declare every mans work of what ſort it 1.»=--1f any 
mans work ſhall be burnt, be ſhall ſuffer loſs : but he bimſelf 
ſhall be ſaved,but ſo as by fire; Now here is mention of fire 
indeed; but how does it appear to be the Popiſh Pur- 
gatory ? Suppoſe it were meant of a material fire, though 
that does not ſeem fo proper to try good or bad Attions, 
a true and Orthodox or Heretical Faith, yet this fire is 
not kindled till the day of Judgment, which is eminent- 
ly in Scripture called zhe day, and is the only day, we 
know of 10 Scripture, which ſhall be revealed by fire, 
when the Lord Jeſus ſhall be revealed from heaven with 
his mighty angels in flaming fire, 2 Thell. x. 7, 8. So 
that here is nothing but the word fire, applied to another 
Fire, than St. Pax/ ever thought on, to prove a Popiſh 
Purgatory. 

Thus they make Confeſſion to a Prieſt ordinarily ne- 
ceſſary to obtain the Forgiveneſs of our ſins; and have 
no better Scripture-Proofs for it, but that we are often 
commanded to confeſs our ſins, ſometimes to God, and 
ſometimes to another, but never to a Prieſt. 

They have made hr of Extream —_ 

where- 
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wherein the ſiek Perſon is anointed for the Forgiveneſs 
ot ſins ; and though 8 Sacrament ought to have the moſt 
plain and exprels inftitution, both as to the matter, and 
form, and ufe, and end of it, yet the only Proofs they 
produce for this, is. the Diſciples working mixacutous 
Cures by anointing- the fiek wah Oyl, 6 Mart 13, 
which merhiaks is a little different from the Saorament 
ofextream UndNop, which isnov te eune thei Gickne(s;but 
to forgive theiv (ins ; and Se. James his Command, /* any 
fick among you, lot him call, for the Eldors of the-Charch, and 
let thets pray. over him, anointing him with oyl in the name 
of the : and: the pow of faith fbail ſave the! eh, 

; Jam. 14,15. 28d tho. Lore ſhall raife Bimeup ;- ayd if he have-committed 
fins, they ſhall be forgruen him. Where anointing with 
Oyh, joyned with tervent Prayer, is preferided as a 
means of _—_— fick perfor to heakly again ; and 
therefore is not the Popiſh. Extream Unttion, whieh is 
to, be adminiftred only to thoſe who are dying : And 
> rwonnu rs nongh GEE -= , 

th I be. forggven him; yer, 1. This is not ſaid tobe 
the: ſt of RR but of the fervent Prayer : and 
2. This very Forgiveneſs of fins does not refer to 2-ple- 
nany: Pardon off fins in the other World, but ſignifies the 
removal ob the: vifble- and ſenfible- punt(hments of fin, 
in reſtoring #he- ſick perſon» to health. again; That 
though ſuch ſickneſs was inflited on: him- for- his fins, 
and\poſiibly were the eftefs of Church-cenſures, which 
in thoſe days were confirmed and ratified by bodily pu- 
eiſhments, yet upon his recenciliation to the Church, 
andithe-Prayers of the Elders, and the-ceremony of A- 
noting, he-ſhoule' be reſtored to health again, which: 
was a external: and viſible remiflion- of his fins, and 
ſhould be a plenary- pardon; if he brought forth the erue 
and genuine-ftuns of repentance + This is very natural, 
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and ver —_—_— to the ſcope and deſign of the Text, 
and differs as thuch from the Popiſh Extream UnQtion, 
as their greateſt Adverfaries could wiſh. Such kind of 
Proofs as theſe, are meerly the work of fancy, and ima- 
gination, and can impoſe upoh no trzh who will bat 
attend ro the different uſe and ſigniftcation of words. 

Dey fl, tas heir Sriprmeo Proc re thous very 

uty of 15, that t are always very 
| me and imperfe@, that is, that they never prove theit 
whole DoCtrine from Seripture, but only ſorne littte 
part of it : They draw very fine and attificial Schemes, 
and if they ean find ſome little appearance in 
to coantenance any one part of it, they take that for a 
Proof of the whole. As for inſtance : 

Thus they tell ns, that Chriſt made Pezey the Prince of 
the Apoſtles, #nd the Head of the Univerſal Church, his 
own Vicar upon Earth ; and that the Biſhops of Reme, 
who-are Sr. Perer's Succeſfors, fuccggd not only to his 
Chak bur to all the Rights and Prerogtives of St. P2- 

; nnd therefore the - of Rume flfo is the Htad 
of the Chutch, the rear er Paſtor, who tether 
waftts St. Peter's Keys nor Sword. his is a very hota- 
ble poitit; if it whe well proved ; bat as T obſerved be- 
fore, this bemg a Matter of pure inſtitution, which de- 
pends wholly hdd the Will of 40d, it thn be proved 
Scripture : How a then of this'&6 they 2 
ber ork Setiptitte? Why; they will prove 
Scripture; that-St. Peter Was the Plots Ut the Apoffles, 
beexaſe Oh fAfd into Him, 7how aYt Peter, ant! tn this 
Rock will I bile my Church : and Twit Woot 
Keys 'of the Kingdom bf 'Hedoth ; at 
oe ate x gert ePtbofs, vi foo Lars Po 
ven to ll the Apoltes, 20 Fol 21,21, 24. 7hes 
hk anto them, Peace 4 "_ yoh, t5my Father = 
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me, even ſo ſend I you, all of you; and therefore not one 
in ſubjetion to another, but all with equal Power: and 
when he had ſaid this, he breathed on them, and ſaith unto 
them, Receive ye the Holy Ghoſt : whoſoever fins ye remit, 
they are remitted unto. them ; and whoſqever fins ye retain, 
they are retained : Accordingly .on the day of Pentecoſt 
the Holy Ghoſt fell on them all, they were all endowed 
with the Gift of Tongues, and Miracles, and Propheſie ; 
they all had the fame Infallible Spirit, and therefore 
needed no ſuperiour Head over them: They were to be 
ſeparated into all parts of the World, where they could 
have no Communication with each other, and therefore 
could have no Univerſal Head. The Hiſtory of the 
Ats of the Apoſtles gives not the leaſt intimation of a» 
ny ſuch Superiority, which either St. Peter challenged, 
or the other Apoſtles paid him ; which are ſtrong Pre- 
ſumptions againſt ſuch a Supremacy of St. Pezer/: and 
I ſuppoſe they themſelves will grant, that allthe reſt of 
the Apoſtles were fs Infallible as he. | 

But ſuppoſe we ſhould grant them, that St.. Peter was 
the chief of the Apoſtles, and had a kind of Primacy, 
not of Government, but Order, .how do they. prove: 
from Scripture, . that the Biſhop:;of Rowe-ſucceeds in all: 
the Rightsand Prerogatives of St. Peter 2 for unleſs this 
be proved, whatever Prerogative St, Peter had, it ſigni- 
fies nothing tothem: and yet this cannot be proved,but. 
by inſtitution ; for though Chriſt had beſtowed a.Primaey- 
on S.Peter, yet unleſs he expreſly grantit to his Succeſſors 
too,nay to hisSucceſlors in the Sec of Rome, hisPramacy ,as 
being a Perſonal Prerogative, muſt die with his Perſon: As. 
aPrince may granta Priority to Perſons.in the ſameOffice. 
and Power, may makea firſt Colonel, of a firſt Captain,, 
but iftheſe men.to whom the Precedency is given,die or, 
are removed,theſe who ſucceed in their Office and power, 


to 
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to the ſame Regiment or Company,do not therefore ſuc- 
eced to their Priority too; for this did not belong to their 
Office, but to their Perſons: and the King may give the 
Priority again to whom he pleaſes, or appoint them to ſuc- 
ceed in courſe, according to their admiſſion into ſuch Offi- 
ces. And by the fame reaſon the Primacy.of the Roman 
Biſhops, who are Set. Peter's Succeſſors, does not follow 
from the Primacy of St. Peter, unleſs they can ſhew, that 
Chriſt has given them the Primacy alſo, as well as St: 
Peter ; and this muſt be proved from Scripture, becauſe 
it is matter of. Inſtitution, and no Arguments in theWorld 
can. prove any thing, which depends ſolely upon an In- 
ſtitution, without proving the Inſtimtion : But this the 
Roman Dottors never pretend to , for they know, that- 
there is not one word in Scripture about it ; and-nothiog-. 
but the Authority of Scripture can prove aDivine Inſti- 
tution. So that.could they. prove the Primacy of St.Pe«. 
ter from Scripture, they prove but half their point, and 
that the moſt-inconſiderable half too, for it does- them 
no good. And therefore when they make a:great noiſe 
about St. Peter's Primacy and Prerogatives, never trouble. 
your felves to diſpute that point with them, which is-no- 
thing tothe purpoſe ; but require them.to prove, from 
Scripture, that.the Biſhop of Rome, as St. Peter's Succeſ(-- 
ſor, is appointed by Chriſt; to be the Supreme Oecume- - 
nical Biſhop, and the Prince of all Biſhops. . And if you 
ſtick here, as in reaſon you ought, there is anend of. that 
Controverſie. | 
Thus there is nothing the Church of Rome makes a 
greater noiſe about, than Infallibility, though they are 
| not:agreed where to place: this Infallibility, whether in 
the Pope or a General CounGl : But let+it be where it 
will, this being a matter of Inſtitution, muſt be proved : 
by. Scripture : how.then in the firſt place.do they prove 
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the Pope to be Infallible> That they think is very plain, 
becauſe Chriſt ſays, Thou art Peter, and upon this rock will 
I build my church, and the gates of hell ſhall mot prevail «- 
gainft it. But how does this prove, that the Biſhop of 
Rome is Infallible > For here is not one word of the Bi 
ſhop of Rome. Yes, this proves St. Peter to be infalli- 
ble, who was afterwards Biſhop of Rome, and therefore all 
his Succeſlors are infallible too. Nuw that St. Peter 
was infalhble, as all the other Apoſtles were, we readily 
grant ;. though, I think, this Text does not prove it : But 
does this: prove the Biſhop of Rome's Infallibility 2 Juft 
as St. Peter's Primacy proves the Pope to be the Occu- 
menical Primate : They themſelves muſt grant, thatan 
infallible Apoſtle may have a fallible Biſhop for_his Sue» 
ceſlor; or elſe they muſt either deny, that the reſt of the 
Apoſtles, as well as St. Peter, were infallible, or they triuſt 
grant, that all the Apoſtſes Suceeſſors, ther is, al the 
Biſhops, who ſucceetled any of the Apoſtles in their Bets, 
muſt be as mfatlible as che Biſhops of Rowe, who ſacceed- 
ed St. Peter ; and then there will be fo much Infaltibili- 
ty, that it wall be worth nothing : If then there be not 
natural and-neceſſary entail of Infallibility ap6n tHe Sac 
ceſfſors of iafatlible Apoſtles, they muſt ſhew us ah ex- 
preſs Inſtitution, which makes the Succeſſors of Peter at 


Rome infallible. And let out Proteſtant deitiand this, * 


before he 6wns the Iafallibility of the Pope of Rome, and 
then, I beheve, -they will not think him worth Conver» 


Ung. | 
VS Thus 8sf0t thoſe who phate Tnſallibility in a General 


nnd therefore a Geactal Council riuft be infallible too. 


Council, demand a Scripture-proof of it, that they world 
prodiiee the General Council's Chatter for Infallibility : 
This they can't do; but they fay the Church is infallible, 
and the-Gtneral Council is the' Church Repreſentative, 


So 
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So that here are ſeveral things for ther ro prove, and to 
prove by Scripture too ; for there is no other way ot 
ving them, before they can prove the Infalfibility of Ge- 
neral Councils: As, r. That the Church is infallible. 
2. - That a General Council is the Church Repreſents- 
tive. 3. That theChurch Repreſentative, is that Church 
to which the promiſe of Intallibiliey is made. | And then 
they. might conchude, that a General Connei), as being 
the Church Repreſentative, s infallible. Now inftead of 
proving every particular of this by Seripture, (as they 
muſt do, if they will prove by Scripture, thzt General 
Councils are infallible ) they pretend to prove no more 
than the ferſt of the three, that the Churetr & infallible ; 
and that very lamely too, as may appear more hereafter : 
and then they take all che reft for granted, withour any 
proof: whiett is juſt a+ if a man, who m order to prove 
his Title to an Eſtate, is' required to prove, that this F- 
ſtate did anciemly belong to: his Family, that it was en- 
tailed upon the Heir Male; that this entarf was never cut 
off, nor the Eſtate legally afiemted, and that he alone is 
the true ſurviving Heir; ſhould think it enougtrto prove 
onely the firſt of theſe, rhat the Eſtate did ancientlhy 
belong to his Family 5 whictyit might have done, and'yer 
not beloog to if now, or it it did ſtiff belong tot, he may 
hot be the true Heir. 

Thus if we conſider, what it is wy _ about Pur- 

, we ſhall quickly perceive, how lirtle it is, they 

__—onls Ya ove afie : they tell us, that cheretsa Pur: 
gxtory+fire after this life, where men undergo'the paniſh« 
ment” of their Sins, when the fault is pardoned : tharthe 
Church has power, out of her ſtock of ' Merits; which 
conſiſts ofthe ſupererogating Works of greatand eminent 
Saints,tograntPardonsand Indulgenciestomen whale the 
live; wkliver them from ſeveral thouſand Years pugiſhe 


ment, ® 
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- ment, which is due to their Sins in Purgatory ; that the 


- Souls in Purgatory may be releaſed out of it by the. 


- Prayers, and Alms, and Maſles of the living; which is the 
very life and ſoul of this Dodrine of Purgatory : Now 
of all this, they pretend to prove no more from Scri- 
pture, but that there is a Purgatory-fire after this Life ; 
and how they prove it, you have already heard : But 
that either Penances or Pilgrimages,and other extraordi- 
nary Att of Devotion, while we live, or the Pope's Par- 
dons and Indulgencies can either remit or ſhorten the 
pains of Purgatory ; or that the Prayers and Alms of 
our living Friends, or Maſles faid for us by mercenary 
Prieſts, can deliver us out of Purgatory, which we arc 
- principally concerned to know, and without which, Pur- 
gatory will not enrich the Prieſts, nor the Church ; this 
they never attempt,that I know of,to prove byScripture: 
whether there be a Purgatory or not, in it ſelf conſider- 
ed,isa meer ſpeculative point, and of no value: But could 
they.prove, that the Popechas the Keys of Purgatory, 
and.that Alms and Maſſes will deliver out of Purgatory ; 
this were worth knowing, and is as well worth proving 
as any Dodrine of the Church of Rome, for there is no- 
thing they get more by. Butif you will not believe this, 
till they produce a Scripture-proof of .it, you may let 
them diſpute on about the place of Purgatory, and keep 
your Money in your Pocket. Thus it is in moſt other 
caſes, if you take their whole Dorine together, and de- 
mand a Proof of every part of it, and not take a Proof 
_ of ſome little branch of it, for a Proof of the whole, you 

will quickly find, that they will not be ſo fond of diſpu- 
ting, as ſome of them noware. 

3- Another way our Roman Adverfarics have ef pro- 
ving their DoQrines from Scripture is, inſtead of plain 
and poſitiveproofs, to produce ſome very remote on in- 

evidert 
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evident conſequences from Scripture, and if they can but 
hale a Text” of Scripture into the premiſes , whatever 
the concluſion be, rhey call it a Scripture-proof. There 
are infinite inſtances of this, but I can only name ſome 
few. + 
Thus they prove the perpetual Infallibility of the 
Church, becauſe Chriſt promiſes his Diſciples to be with 
them to the end of the world, 28. Matth, 20.” which pro» 
miſe cannot be confined to their perſons, for they were 
to die long before the end of the World, and therefore 
muſt extend to their Succeſſors. Suppoſe that, and 
does Chriſt's being with them, neceſſarily ſignifie,- that 
he will make them Infallible? Is not Chriſt with every 
particular Church, with every particular Biſhop, nay with 
every particular good Chriſtian,and muſt they all be In- 
fallible then? 7 

Thus Chriſt promiſes that the Gates of Hell ſhall not 
prevail againſt his Church; Ergo, the Church is Infal- 
lible ; for if Error end Hereſie prevails againſt the Church, 
the Gates of Hell prevail againſt it: And I add, if Sin 
and Wickedneſs prevail againſt the Church, the Gates of 
Hell prevail againſt it ; Ergo, the Chureh is Impeccable, 
and cannot Sin ; which is to the full as good a cogſe- 
quence as the other : And therefore the Gates of Hell 
prevailing, can neither ſignifie rhe meer prevalency of 
Errors or Sin in the Church, but ſuch a prevalency as 
deſtroys the Church; and this ſhall never be, becauſe 
Chriſt has promiſed it ſhall never be; and it may never 
be, though the Church be not Infallible ; and therefore 
this does not prove lofallibility. 

Thus they prove there is ſuch a place as Purgatory, 
- where Sins are forgiven and expiated, becauſe our Savie 
our ſays, That the fin againſt the Holy Ghoſt, ſhall aei- 
ther be forgiven in this world, nor in the world to come, 

K Matt. 
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Matt.12.32. and therefore there are ſome Sins which are 


- forgiven in the next World, becauſe there isa Sin which 


ſhall not be forgiven there. Now not to conſider the ordi- 
nary uſe of ſuch Phraſes to ſignifis no more, tban it ſhall 
never be, without diſtinguiſhing between what is to be 
done in this World, and what in the next; nay, not to 
conſider how contrary this is to their own Do@rine of 
Purgatory, that men who go'to Purgatory have all their 
Sins already forgiven, though they muſt ſuffer the pu- 
niſhment of them there ; which how abſurd foever it is, 
yet ſhews, that Purgatory is not a place of forgiving 
Sins ; and therefore cannot be' meant by our Saviour in 
thoſe words : yet ſuppoſing all they would have, that 
there ſhall be ſome Sins forgiven in the next World, 
which are not forgiven in this z How does this prove a 
Popiſh Purgatory, Where Souls endure ſuch torments as 
are not inferiour to thoſe of Hell it felf, excepting their 


| duration > That ſome Sins ſhall be forgiven in the next 


World, I think, does not very evidently prove, that men 
ſhall be tormented, it may be for ſeveral Ages, in the Fire 
of Purgatory. | 

Thus they prove the neceffity of Auricular Confeſſion 
tag Prieſt, from the power of Judicial Abſolution. Chriſt 
has given the Prieſt power to-forgive Sins, and hereby 
has made him 2 Judge, to retain or remit Sins, to ab- 
ſolve and inflit Penances;” Now a Judge cannot judge 
right, without a particular knowledge of the Fad, and all 
the circumſtances of it ; and this the Prieſt cannot know 
without the confeſſion of the Penitent : and therefore as 
Prieſts have authority to abfolve, ſo a Penitent, who 
would be abſolved, muſt of neceſſity confeſs. But now 
I ſhould think it a much better conſequence, that the 
Prieſt has not ſuch a judicial authority of Abſolution, as 
requires a particular confeſſion of the Penitem, becauſe 

: Chriſt 
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Chriſt has no where commanded all men to confeſs their 
Sins to a Prieſt, than that the Prieſt has ſuch a judicial 
Authority, and thereforeall men muſt confeſs toa Prieſt : 
for though our Saviour does give power to his Apoſtles 
to remit and retain Sins, yet thoſe words do not neceſſa- 
rily ſignifie a. judicial Authority to forgive Sins, or if it 
did, it may relate onely to publick Sins, which are too 
well known without g private confeſſion ; or however, 
it is not the anicale rouledge of rhe Sin, with all the 
circumſtances of it, but the marks and charaQers of true 
Repentance for publick or ſecret Sins, which is the beſt 
rule and dire&tion whom to abfolve ; and therefore there 
is no need of a particular confeſſion to this purpoſe. 

But the Sophiſtry of this is moſt palpable, when they 
draw ſuch conſequences from one Text of Scripture, as di- 
realy contradi& other plain and exprefs Texts. Thus 
becauſe St. Peter tells us, That there. are many things 
hard to be underſtood, in St. Pas!'s Epiſtles, wbich they 
that are unlearned and unſtable wref?, as they do alſo the 0- 
ther ſcriptures to their own deſtruftion, 2 Per. 3. 16. From 
hence they would conclude, that People ought not to be 
allowed to'read the Bible: as if St. Peter had intended to 
forbid them to read thoſe Epiſtles, which St. Paul had 
written to them ; nay, to read this Epiſtle which 
he himſelf now ſent to them...., For rheſe Epiſtles which 


' were ſent to the Churches, that rhey might be read by 


them, make a conſiderable part of the New Teſtament, 
which the People muſt not beallowed to read now. But 
ſetting aſide rhis, this conſequence, that the People muſt 
not read the Bible, is diretly contrary to a great many 
other Texts, which expreſly command them to read, and 
ſearch, and ſtudy, and meditate on the Laws of God, and 
the Holy Scriptures, as every body knows. I confelſs it 
amazes me to hear men argue at —_ rate : when they can- 

2 not 
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not produce any one Text which forbids People to read 
the Scriptures, and there are a great many expreſs com- 
mands, that they ſhould read the Scrptures , they think 
it ſufficient to,oppoſe agaioſt all this Authority, a conſe» 
quence of their own making, and a very abſurd one too, 
and call this a Scripture-proof. 

I would not be thought wholly to reject a plain and 
evident conſequence from Scripture ; but yet I will never 
admit of a meer conſequence: t& prove an Inſtitution, 
which muſt be delivered in plain terms, as all Laws ought 
to be ; and where I have no other proof, but ſome Scri- 
pture-conſequences, I ſhall not think it equivalent to a 
Scripture-proof : it the conſequences be plain and obvt 
ous, and ſuch as every man ſees, I ſhall not queſtion it ; 
but remote, and dubious, and diſputed conſequences, if 
we have no better evidence, to be ſureare a very ill foun- 
dation for Articles of Faith. Let our Proteſtant then tell 
ſuch Diſputants, that for the Inſtitution of Sacraments, 
and for Articles of Faith,he expeQts plain poſitive Proofs : 
that as much as the Proteſtant Faith is charged with un- 
certainty, we deſire a little more certainty tor our Faith, 
than meer inferences from Scripture, and thoſe none of 
the plaineſt neither. 

4. Another falſe pretence to Scripture-proofs is,toclap 
their own ſenſe upon the words of Scripture, without a= 
ny regard to the uſe and propriety of words, to the cir- 
cumſtances of the place, to the reaſon and nature of 
things; and to call this a Scripture-proof of their .Do- 
Arine, when their DoQtrines donot naturally grow there, 
but are onely engrafted by ſome cunning Artiſts, upon 
a Scripture-ſtock. I ſhall give you onely one inſtance 
of this, their DoArine of Tranſubſtantiation. | 

As for Tranſubſtantiation, they teach, that the Ele- 
ments of Bread and Wine are converted into the natural 
"Fleſh 
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Fleſh and Bloud of Chriſt, which'was born of the Virgin 
Mary : That after Conſecration there is nothing of the 


ſabſtance of Bread and Wine, but the Accidents ſubſiſt . 


without a ſubſtance : That the natural Body of Chriſt 
his-Soul and Divinity, are preſent under the ſpecies of 
| Bread ; nay, that whote Chriſt, Fleſh and Bloud, is un- 
der the ſpecies of Bread, and in every particle of it, and 
under the ſpecies of Wine, and'every drop of it : That 
the Body of Chriſt is not broken, nor his Bloud ſhed in. 
the Sacrament, but only the ſpecies of Bread and Wine, 
which are nothing : That it is only this Nothing, 
which we eat and drink in. the Sacrament, and which. 
goes down into our ſtomachs, and carries whole Chriſt 
down with it. Now this Doctrine ſounds fo very harſh; 
is ſo contrary to all the Evidence of our Senſes, and has: 
ſo many Abſurdities and ContradiCtions to Reaſon, that 
it ought to be very plainly proved from Scripture in e- 
very partof it : forif a man might be perſwaded to re- 
nounce his. Senſes and Reaſon to believe Scripture, yet 
it ought to be equally evident. to him at leaſt, that Scri- 
pture is for it, as it is, that Senſe and Reaſon is againſt 
it: and yet there is not one word in-Scripture to prove 
any one part of this Dodrine of Tranſubſtantiation ; 
neither that the natural Fleſh and Bloud of Chriſt is in 
the Sacrament, nor that the ſubſtance of Bread and Wine 
does not remain after Conſecration,. nor that the Acci- 
dents of Bread and Wine, ſuch as. colour, ſmell, taſt, 
quantity, weight, ſubſiſt without any ſubſtance, or ſub-- 
jett to ſubſiſtin. Theſe are ſuch Paradoxes to Senſe and 
Reaſon, that they ought to be very well ſupported with 
Scripture, before they are received for Articles of Faith, 


or elſe our Faith will be'as very an Accident, without a-- 


ny ſubſtance, as the ſacramental ſpecies themſelves are. 
But though they have no Text which proves the leaſt 
& Tittle 
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Tictle of all this, yet they have a Text whereon they 
graft this DoQrine of Tranſubſtantiation, viz. '7his i my 
Body, which they fay, ſignifies every thing which they 
teach concerning Tranſubſtantiation ; but then I hope 
they will prove that it does-ſo, not expe that we ſhould 
take it for granted, becauſe they ſay it. Now, not to 
inſiſt upon thoſe Arguments, whereby our Divines have 
ſo demonſtratively proved, that Tranſubſtantiarion, as 
explained by the Church of Rome, cannot be the fence 
of This is my Body, my advice to Proteſtants is to put them 
upon the proof, that this is the fence of it, which in rea- 
ſon they ought to prove, becauſe there is not one-word 
of it in the Text; and I ſhall only tell them what Proofs 
they ought to'demand for it. 

w [ ſuppoſe all men will think it reafonable, that 
the Evidence for it, ſhould at leaſt be equal to the Evi- 
dence againſt it, though we ought indeed to have more 
reaſon to believe it, than to dif-believeit ; or elſe we 
muſt hang in ſaſpence, when the Balance is equal and 
turns neither way. Now I wilt not oppoſe the Evi- 
dence of Senſe and Reaſon, againſt the Authority of 
Scripture; for I will never ſuppoſe” that they can con» 
tradi& each other : and if there ſhould appear ſome 
contradiQion between them, I will be contented at pre- 
ſent, without diſputing that potnt, to give it on the fide 
of Scripture; but I will oppoſe the Evidence of Senſe 
and Reaſon againſt any private man's, or any Churches 
Expoſition of Scripture : and if that Expoſition they 
give of any Text of Seripture, as / ys This is my 
Body, eontradi& the Evidence of Senſe and Reaſon, I 


may modeſtly require as plain proof, that this'is the 
meaning of the Text, as I have, that fuch a meaning is 
contrary to all Senſe and Reaſon : for though Senfe and 
Reaſonbe not theRule and Meafure of Faith, yet we muſt 
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" uſe our Senſe and Reaſon in expounding Scripture; or 
we may quickly make a very ablurd and ſenſeleſs Retis 

10N. ni irc 

: Now this ſhews us what kind: of Proof we muſt re+ 
quire, that Tranſubſtantiation is the DoQrine of the 
Goſpel, viz. as certain Progf as we have, that Tranſubſtan« 
tiation is contrary to Senſe and Reaſon, And there- 
tore, 4% | [fringe ©) 
. 1. We muſt demand a ſelf-evident Proof of this,: be- 
cauſe it 13 ſelf-evident, that Tranfubſtantiation contra- 
dits Senſe and Reaſon. Every man, who knows what 
the word means, ( which I believe.men may do, with- 
out being great Plulaſophers ) and will conſult his own 
Senſesand Reaſon, will need no Arguments to prove, that 
Tranſubſtantiation contradicts both. Now ſuch a Scri- 
pture-Proof, I would fee for Tranſubftantiation, fo plain, 
and expreſs, and ſelFevident, that no man, who under- 
ſtands the words, can doubt whether this be the mean» 
ing of them; I men, a reaſonable, inot an obſtinare, 
witful, and ſceptical doubting. Now Ibelieve, that our 
Adverſaries themſelves will not ſay, that 7Þi is my Body, 
is ſuch a ſel-evident Proof of Tranſubſtantiation ; I am 
fore ſome of the wiſeft men 'among them have not 
thought it ſa, and the fierce Diſputes tor ſo many Ages 


abour the interpretation of thoſe words, proves thar it 


is not fo: for men do not uſe to diſpute what is ſelf 
evident, and proves it ſelf without any other Arguments. 
Now it is very unreaſonable to require any man to be- 
lieve Tranſubſtantiation againſt afeifevident Proof, that 


xt is contrary to Senſe and Reaſon, without giving him 
a ſcl-evident Proof, that it is the Doctrine of Scripture ; 
- Which is to require a man to believe againſt rhe beſt 

Reaſon and Evidence. 
2. We muſt demand fuch a Scripture-Prook of Tran- 
ſubſtan« 


7T 


J3 


A Preſervative again POPERT. 


' ſubſtantiation, -as cannot poſſibly ſignifie any thing elle ; 


or elſe it will not anſwer that Evidence which we have 
againſt Tranſubſtantiation? for Senſe and Reaſon pro- 
nounce Tranfubſtantiation to-.be naturally impoſſible ; 
and therefore unleſs it be as impoſſible to put any other 
ſenſe upon Scripture than what ſignifies Tranſubſtantias 
tion, As it is to reconcile Tranſubſtantiation to Senſe and 
Reaſon, there is not ſuch goqd Evidence for Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, asagainſt it. Were the Scripture-Proofs for 
Tranſubſtantiation ſo plain and evident, that it were im- 
poſſible tro put any other ſenſe on the words, then -I 
would grant, that it is as impoſlible for thoſe who be- 
lieve the Scriptures to disbelieve Tranſubſtantiation, as 
it is for thoſe, who truſt to their own Senſe and Reaſon, 
to believe 'it. Here the difficulty would be equal on 
both ſides, and then I ſhould prefer a Divine Revelation 
(if it werepoflible to prove ſuch a Revelation to be Di- 
vine) before natural Senſe and Reaſon; but I preſume, 
no man will ſay, that it is impoſlibfe to put another, and 
that a very reaſonable, interpretation upon thoſe words, 
This is my Body, without expounding them to the ſenſe 
of Tranſubſtantiation. | 
Our Roman-Adverſaries do not deny, but that theſe 
words are capable of a figurative, as well as of a literal 
ſenſe ; as when the Church is called the Body of Chriſt, 
Fleſh of his Fleſh, and Bone of his Bone, it is not meant 
of his natural, but his myſtical Body : and thus when 
the Bread is called the Body of Chriſt, it may not ſigni- 
fie his natural, but ſacramental Body, or his Body to all 
the ends and purpoſes of a Sacrament. Now if there 
be any other good ſenſe to be made of theſe words, -be- - 
ſides Tranſubſtantiation, there cannot be ſuch a neceſſity 
to expound them of Tranſubſtantiation, as there is nor 
to expound them of it ; for I'do not reje@ Scripture, if 
| ah 
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I deny Tranſubſtantiation, when the words of Seripturs 
donot neceſſarily prove itz but I renounce Seafe and 
Reaſon, if I believe it. Now th [ were bound to 
renounce my Sence and Reaſon, when they contradi& 
Scripture, yet fure I am not bound to deny my Senſe 
and Reaſon, when they do not contradi& Scripture; 


and Senſe and Reaſon are never contrary to Scripture, 


nor Scripture to them, when the words of Scripture are 
eapable of ſuch an interpretation as is reconcilable both 
to Senſe and Reaſon : In ſuch a caſe to expound Scri- 
* pture contrary to Senſe and Reaſon, is both to pervert 
the Scripture, and to eontradidt Reaſon without any 
neceſſity, An umlearned man need not enter into a 
large Diſpute about Tranſubſtantiation ; let him bur re- 
quire his Adverſary to give him as plain Evidence, that 
Tranſubſtantiation is the DoQrine of the Goſpel, as he 
can give him, that it is contrary to Senſe and Reaſon, 
and the Diſpute will quickly be at an end. It had been 
very eaſie to have given more inſtances under eve 
head, and to have obſerved more falſe ways of ex 

ing Scripture, which the DoQors of the Church of Rowe 
are guilty of ; but theſe are the moſt obvious, and 
therefore the beſt fitted to my- deſign to inſtru&t un- 
learned men ; and I muſt not ſuffer this Diſcourſe, which 
was at firſt intended much ſhorter than it already is, 
to ſwell roo much under my hands. | 


SECT, III. 
Concerning the Antient Fathers and Writers of the 
Chriſtian Church, 


f Bm - Learned men may fquabble about the 
ſenſe of Fathers and Councils, it is very unrea- 
ſonable,that unlearned men ſhould be concerged'in fuch 
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Diſputes, becauſe they are not competent Judges of it ; 


and yet there is nothing which our Roman Diſputants - 
make a greater noiſe with; among Women and Chil- 


. dren, and the meaneſt ſort of People, than Quotations 


out of Fathers and Councils, whom they pretend to be 
all on their ſide. Now as it is a ridiculous thing for 
them to talk of Fathers and Councils to ſuch People, fo 
it is very ridiculous for ſuch People to. be converted by 
Sayings out of the Fathers and Councils: I confeſs, it 
has made me often ſmile, witha mixture of pity and in- 
dignation, at the folly of it ; for what more contempti- 
ble eaſineſs can any man be guilty of, thanto change his 
Religion which he has been taught out of the Scriptures, 
and may find there if he pleaſes, becauſe he is told by 
ſome. honeſt Prieſt, (a ſort of men who never deceive 
any one ) that ſuch or ſuch a Father, who lived it may 
be they know not where nor when, and wrote they 
know not what, has ſpoke in favour of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation , or Purgatory , or ſome other Popiſh Do- 


Qrine. 


And therefore let me adviſe our Proteſtant, who is 
not skilled in theſe matters, when he is urged with the 
Authority of Fathers, to ask them ſome few Queſti- 
Ons, 

1. Ask them, How you ſhall certainly know what 
the Judgment of the Fathers. was 2? and this includes a 
great many Queſtions, which muſt be reſolved, before 
you can be ſure of this : as, how you ſhall know that 
ſuch Books were written by that Father, whoſe name it 
bears ? or that it has not been corrupted by the igno- 
rance or knavery of Tranſcribers, while they were in the 


. hands of. Monks, who uſurped great Authority over the 
Fathers, and did not only pare their Nails, but altered 


their very Habit and Dreſs, to fit them to the modes of 
i nl 
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the times, and-make them faſhionable > How you ſhall 
know what the true meaning of thoſe words are, which 
they cite from them 2 which the words themſelves ma- 
ny times will not diſcover, without the Context: How 
you ſhall know that. ſuch Sayings are honeſtly quoted, 
or honeſtly tranſlated 2 How you ſhall know whether 
this Father did not in other places contradict what he 
here fays? ordid notalter his opinion after he had wrote 
it, .without writing publick Recantations, as St. Auſt 
did 2 Whether this Father was not contradicted by other 


Fathers? And in that caſe, Which of the Fathers you. . 


mult believe ? 
You may add, That you do not ask theſe Queſtions 

at random, but for great and neceſſary Reaſons: for in 
reading ſome late Engliſh Books both of Proteſtants and 
Papiſts, you find large Quotations out of the Fathers on 
both ſides ; .that ſome are charged with falſe Tranſla- 
tions, with perverting the Fathets ſenſe, with mibciting 
his words, with quoting ſpurious Authors, as it ſeems 
many of thoſe are which make up the late Speculam, or 
Eccleſiaſtical ProſpeRive-glaſs ; toname nomore. Now 
how ſhall you, who are an unlearned man, judge of ſuch 
Diſputes as theſe > What Books are ſpurious or genuine? 
whether the Fathers be rightly quoted 2 and: what the 
true ſenſe of them is > For my part, I know not what 
Anſwer ſuch a Diſputant could make, but to bluſh, and 
promiſe not to alledge the Authority of Fathers any 
more. It is certain, in ſuch matters, thoſe who are un- 
learned, muſt truſt the Jearned ; and then, I ſuppoſe, an 
unlearned Proteſtant will, rather truſt a Proteſtant than 
a Popiſh DoCtor, as Papiſts will rather truſt their Prieſts 
than Proteſtant Divines 5: and then there is not much to 
be got on either ſide, this way : Far. when a Proteſtant 
ſhews ;an inclination rather to believe a Popiſh than a 
L 2 Proteſtant 
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Proteſtant Divine, he is certainly three quarters a Papiſt 
before-hand. | 

Indeed unlearned Proteſtants, whoare inquiſitive and 
have time to read, have fuch advantages now to fatisfie 
themſelves even about the ſenſe of Fathers and Counculs, 
as it may be no Age before ever afforded : There being 
ſo many excellent Books written in Engliſh, as plainly 
confirm the Proteſtant Faith, and confute Popery, by the 
Teſtimonies and Authorities of ancient Writers ; 'and 
ſuch men, though they do not underſtand Latin and 
Greek, are inno danger of all the Learning of their Po» 
piſh Adverſaries : and any man who pleaſes, may have- 
recourſe taſuch Boo ſcetheiſtare of the Controver- 
fie with his own Eyes, and Judge for biraſelf ; but rhoſe 
whocannot da this, may very fairly decline ſuch a trial, 
as improper for them. For, ' 

2. LetourProteſtant ask ſuchDiſputers, whether a plain 
man may not attain a fufficient knowledge and certainty 
of his Religion, wittiout underſtanding Fathersand Coun- 
cils? Ifthey fay he cannot, ask them, how many Roman- 
Catholicks there are that underſtandFathers andCouncils? 
Ask them, how thoſe Chriſtians underſtood'theirReligion, 
who lived before there were any of theſe Fathers &Coun- 
cils? Ask them again, whether they: believe that Got has 
made it impoſſible to the greateſt part of ' Mankind, to 
underſtand the Chriſtian Religion2 For even atnong 
Chriſtians themſelves, there is not one in-an hundred 
thouſand, who underſtands Fathers and\Councils, and' it 
is morally impoſſible they ſhould: and therefore certain» 
ly there muſt be a ſhorter and'eafier way to underſtand 
Chriſtian Religion than this, or elſe” the generallity of 
Mankind, even of profeſt Chriſtians, are out of all pof- 
ſibility of Salvation. As them onvo more, whether it 
be'not a much caſier matter for: a'plain honeſt-nian to 

| Fr Fe learn 
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learn all things neceſſary to Salvation, out of the &cri- 
ptures themſelves, eſpecially with the help of a wiſe and 
tearned Guide; than to underſtand all Fathers and Coun- 
cils, and take his Religion from them 2 Why then do. 
they ſo quarrel at Peoples reading the Scriptures,aod put 
them upon reading Fathers and Councils? I ſuppoſe 
they will grant, the Scriptures may be read a little ſoon- 
er than ſo many Voluminous Fathers, and Labbe's Coun» 
cils into the bargain; and, I believe, moſt men, who try 
will think, that they are more eaſily underſtagd ; and 
therefore if Proteſtants, as they pretend, can haveno cer- 
tainty of the true ſenſe of- Scripture, I am ſure. there, js 
much leſs certainty to be had from the Fathers: Aſh 
time will give us a full view of the Scripturss,.to ha 
and underſtand all the Fathers, is work enough for a 
man's life : the Scripture is all of a piece, every part of 
it agrees with the reſt ; the Fathers rmany times contra- 
dit themſelves-and- each other : and if men differ about 
the-ſenſe of Scripture, they difler much more about. Fa- 
thers and Councils. That it'is a mighty Riddle, that 
thoſe who think 'ordinary Chriſtians 'not fit to read the 
Scriptures, ſhould think it aeceſſary for them to under- 
ſtand Fathers and Councils ; and yet they are ridiculous 
indeed to diſpute with every Tradeſman about Fathers 
and Councils, if they do not think they ought to read 
and underſtand them. 

The ſum is, ſuch Proteſtants as are not skilled in Book- 
learning, may very reaſonably tell theſe men, who urge 
them withthe Authority of Councils and Fathers, That 
they do not pretend to any skill -in ſuch matters, and 
hope it is not required of them, for if it be, they are in an 
ill caſe: the Holy Scriptures, ngt Fathers and Councils, is 
the Rule of their Faith; if-ey had read the Fathers, 
they ſhould believe them no-farther, than what they 


taught 
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taught was agreeable to Scripture ; and therefore what-. 
ever Opinions any of the Fathers had, it is no concern 
of theirs to know, if they can learn what the DoQrine of 
Chriſt and his Apoſtles was, without it : learned men may 
diſpute about theſe things; and they have heard learned 
Proteſtants affirm, that the Church of Rome can find none 
of her peculiar Dofrines in the Writings of any of the 
Fathers for the firſt three hundred Years; and its cer- 
tain, if this be true, all the later Fathers are of no Au- 
thority to eſtabliſh any new Dodrine ; for there was no 
more Authority in the Church, to bring in any new Do- 
Arines after three hundred Years, than there is at this 


PA dearned men may very honourably reje& all difpute 
about Fathers and Councils (though learned men cannot, 
and indeed need not,) for if they are not bound to read 
Fathers and Councils, I think, they are not bound to un- 
derſtand them, nor to diſpute about them; and it is very 
unadviſeably done, when they do : for it is paſt a Jeſt in 
ſoſerious a matter, though otherwiſe it were comical e- 
nough for men to be converted by Fathers and Councils, 
without underſtanding them, ls 
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CHAP. IIL. 


How to Anſwer ſome of the mo$t popular Preten- 
ces urged by Papiſts againt Proteſtants. 


SECT, I, 
I, Concerning the Uncertainty of the Proteſtant Faith, 


Ur Popiſh Adverſaries of late, have not fo much di- 
ſputed, as fenced; .have neither down-right oppo- 
ſed the Proteſtant Faith, nor vindicated their own, bur 
have betaken themſelves to-ſome tricks and amuſemeants, 
todivert and perplex the Diſpute, and.to impoſe upon the 
ignorant and gnwary., One of their principal Arts has 
been to cry out of the Uncertainty of the Proteſtant 
Faith. This every body is nearly concerned in; for 
there is nothing wherein certainty is ſo neceſfary, and ſo 
much deſired, as in matters of Religion, wheregn our e- 
ternal State depends. This has been often anſwered, by 
Proteſtants, and I do not intend to enter into the merits 
of: the Cauſe, and ſhew upon what a firm and ſure bot- 
tom the Proteſtant Faith ſtands : this.is a Cavil eafily e- 
nough expoſed to the ſcorn.and contempt of all conſider- 
ing men, without ſo much trouble: . | art fe 
For x. Suppoſe the Proteſtant Faith were uncertain; 
How js-the cauſe of the Church of Rome ever the better 2 
15 this a ſufficient reaſon. to turn Papiſts, becaule Prote- 
ſtantsare uacertain?. does this prove the Church of Rome 
to be Infallible, becauſe. the Church of Eng/and is Fellible 2 
muſt certainty neceſſarily be. found among them, be- 


cauſe 


79 


Jo 


A Preſervative again POPERT. 
cauſe it is not to be found with us? is Thomas an honeſt 
man , becauſe Fohy is a Knave? Theſe are twodiſtin&t 
queſtions, and muſt be diſtinaly proved, If they can 
prove our Faith uneertaio, and their own certain, there 
is reaſon then to go over to them z but if. they cannot 
do this, they may, it may be, perſwade men to renounce 
the Proteſtant Faith, but not to embrace Popery.- - Ask 
them then, What greater aſſurance they have of their 
Faith, than we have of ours? If they tell you, their 
Church is Infallible ; tell them, that is another queſtion, 
and does not belong to this diſpute. For the Infallibdi- 
ty of their Church, does not follow from the Uncertain- 
ty of our Faith ; if they can prove their Charch Infallible, 
whether they prove our Faith uncertain or not, we will 
at any time change Proteſtant Certainty for Infallibility : 
And if they could prove our Faith uncertain, unleſs 
they could prove their own more certain, (though we 
bate them Infallibility) we may ceaſe to be Proteſtants, 
bur ſhall never turn Papiſts. | 

2. Ask them, What they mean by the uncertainty of 
the Proteſtant Faith For this may ſignifi two things: 
cither, x. That the ObjeRs of our Faith, are in them- 
felves uncerrain, and cannot be proved by certain Rea» 
ſons: Or 2dly, That our Perſwaſton about theſe matters, 
is uncertain and wavering. If they mean the firſt, then 
the ſenſe is, that the Chriſtian Religion is an uncertain 
thing, and cannot be certainly proved ;- for this is the 
whole Proteſtant Faith : We believe the Apoſtles Creed, 
and whatever is contained in the Writings of the Evan- 
_>_ and Apoftles, and this is all we believe: ,And I 

, they will nor ” theſe things are uncertain ; for 
then they renounce the Chriſtian Religion , and In- 
fallibility it felf cannot help them} out : for Infallibility 
cannot make that certain, which is in it elf uncertain: 

an 
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af infallible man muſt know things as they are, or elſe 
he is miſtaken, andeaſes to be infallible; and therefore 
what is certain, he infallibly knows to be certain, and 
what is uncertain, he infallibly. knows to be uncertain : 
for the moſt certain and infallible knowledge does not 
change its Objed, but ſees it juſtas it is : And therefore 
they muſt allow the Objets of our Faith; or the Prote- 
ſtant Faith, as to the matter of it, to-be very certain, and 
built- upon certain reaſon, or elſe their infallible Church 
can have no certainty of the Chriſtian Faith, 

If they mean the ſecond thing, that we have no certain 
perſwaſion about what we profeſs to believe : This is a 
great abuſe to Proteſtants, as if we were all Knaves anJ4 
Hypocrites, who do not heartily and ftrmly believe what 
we protels to believe: and a Proteſtant, who knows 
that he does very firmly and ſtedfaſtly believe his Relt- 
gion, ought to rejeQ ſuch a Villanous Accufation as this, 
with indignation and ſcorn. Indeed it is both impu- 
dent and filly for any man to tell a Proteſtant, that his 
Faith is uncertain, ( as that ſignifies 'an uncertain and 
doubtful Perſwafion) when he knows and feels the con- 
trary ; and no body elſe cati know this but himfelf: In 
what Notion then is the Proteſtant Faith uncertain ? 
what can Faith ſignifie, but either the Objedts of Faith, or 
the internal Aſſent and Perſwaſion? The Objets of our 
Faith are certain, if Chriſtian Religion be fo, that is, they 
have very certain Evidence : our Aflent and Perſwaſt- 
on is very certain, as that is oppoſed to all doubtfulnefs 
and wavering:: And what certainty then is wanting to 
the Proteſtant Faith? iow ti 
_ "When then you hear any of theſe men declaiming a- 
bout the uncertainty of- the Proteſtant Faith, onely ask 
them, What they mean by the Proteſtant Faith > whe- 
"ther the Articles of your _ that they are uncertain, 

X 5 Or 
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or the A& of Faith, your internal Aſſent and Perfwaſi- 
on ? If they fay, they mean the Act of Faith: Tell 
them, that it 1s a ſtrange preſumption in them to pretend 
to know your Heart ; that you know that beſt your 
| ſelf, whether you do firmly and ſtedfaſtly believe your 
Religion 5 and to give them fatisfa&tion in that point, 
you aſſure then, that you do: As for the ObjeQts of your 
Faith, or what it is you beligve, tell them, yoware a 
Member of the Church of Exg/and, and embrace the Do- 
Arine of it, and there they may find your Faith both as a 
Chriſtian, and as a Proteſtant ; and may try their skill on 
it, when they plcaſe, to prove any part of ituncertain, and 
you are ready to defend it. This is a plain and fair An- 
ſwer, and I beheve you will hear no more of them. 

For as for their common Argument to prove the un- 
certairity of the Proteſtant Faith, That there is a great 
' variety-of Opinions among Proteſtants, and that they 

condemn oneanother withequal confidence and aſſurance: 
Ask them, How this proves your Faith-to be uncertain, 
either as to its Obje&, or as to its Aſſent > May not what 
you believe, be very certainly true, becauſe ſome men - 
believe the cqntrary 2 Tell them, youdo not place the 
certainty of what you believe, upon any man's belic- 
ving, or not believing it, but upon the certain reaſons 
you have to prove it ; and therefore if they would 
convince you, that what you believe is not certain, 
they muſt diſprove your Reaſons, not meerly tell 
you, that other men think it falſe or uncertain, and be- 
lieve otherwiſe : Thus does it prove, that you give an 
uncertain and deubtful Aſſent to what you profeſs to ? 
believe, becauſe other men are. very fully perſwaded of. | 
the contrary? Pray tell them, that you do not build 
your Aſſent upon other mens Perſwaſions, but upon the 
Reaſons of your Faith, and while they are unſhaken, 


) you- : 
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you ſhall believe as youdo, and with the ſame afſurance. 


whoever believes otherwiſe. _ | 
| There are two things indeed, whith this Argument 


proves, but they ſignifie nothing to weaken the Prote-' 


ſtant Faith. 
r. That all the DoArines which are profeſſed by ſome 


Proteſtants, are not certain ; for ſome of them muſt be 
falſe, when there are contzadiQory Doftrines maintain- 
ed and profeſſed by ſeveral Sefts of Proteſtants ; but 
then no marr; that I know of, ever faid, that all Prote- 
ſtant Dodrines were certain, which I hope does not 
hinder but that ſome Proteſtant Dodrines may be cer- 
tain 5 and then the Dodtrines'of the Church of Eng- 
land may be certain, though ſome other Communions 


of Proteſtants have erred. 


- 2, This Argument proves alſo, that men who are ' 


miſtaken, may be very confidently perſwaded of their 
miſtakes, and therefofe the confidence of perſwaſion 
does not prove the certainty of their Faith; and I never 
heard any man fay that it did : But T hope this does not 
rove that a man, who is'certain upon evident taſons, 
muſt be miſtaken too, becauſe men, who are certain 
without Reaſon, may miftake. | 
And yet this very Argument, from the different and 
contrary Opinions among Proteſtants to prove the un- 
n— of the Proteſtant Faith, ſignifies nothing, %s to 
our Diſputes with the Church of Rome : - For ask them, 


what they would think of the Proteſtant Faith, were all 
Proteſtants of a mind 2 Would their Conſent and Agree- 
ment prove the Certainty of the Proteſtant Faith? Then 

the Proteſtant Faith, in oppoſition to Popery, is very 
certain ; for they all agree in condemning the Errors 
and Corruptions of the Church of Rowe; and thus I 


think they get nothing by this Argument : for if the 
_ rg OD or OE 
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- Diſſentions of Proteſtants proves the uncertainty of 


their Faith, as to ſuch matters, wherein they differ, then, 
by the ſame Rule their Agreement in, oppoſition to Po- 


. pery, ſhews their great certainty in fuch matters» And 


this I ſuppoſe is no great Inducement to a Proteſtant to 
turn Papiſt. 


 SBCT. II, 
Concerning Proteſtant Miſ- repreſenta tionwof Popery. 


FT" H's, has been another. late Artifice of our Rowan 
Adverfſaries to. amuſe ignorant People with a 


great noiſe of Mifſ-repreſenting: That Proteſtant Di 


vines have painted Popery in ſuch horrid ſhapes, as tq 
diſlurb the Imaginations of People, and to beget an _in- 
curable Averſion in them againſt Popery, without un- 
derſtanding what it 4s. I thall not now diſpute this 
matter over again :- There has been ſo much of late 
faid of it, and this Pretence ſo ſhamefully baffled, in 
anſwemboth to the Repreſenter, and to Monſieur De 
Meaux's Expoſition, that I am apt to think, they them- 
ſelves could be very glad that it had never been men- 
tioned, or could. now: be forgot 3 and therefore. refer- 
ring the inquiſitive Readers to thoſe late Books, where- 
in they will find this Controverſie fairly ſtated, I have 
fome few thipgs to add, which are plaia and obvious 
to every body ; and that both with reference to the 
- roma; of- this Charge, and to the Conſequences 
Or It. . 

Fir, As to the Probability of this Charge. Now, 
r. Ask them, Whether the firſt Reformers charged the 
Church of Rome with fuch, DoQrines and Pradtices as. 
they were got guilty of > We. have got, that I know, 


of, 
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of; increaſed our Charge againſt the Church of Rowe 
in this Age; if there has been any difference, we have 


rather been more favourable and candid in our Cen». 


ſures of ſome of their Do@rines, than the firſt Re- 
formers were, Now is it likely that the firſt Refors 
mers ſhould charge the Church of Rowe wrongfully 2 
No man can be a Mifrepreſenter, but either out of 
ignorance or deſign ; , which of- theſe then can we, 
with any Probability., charge the firſt Reformers 
with ? , 

As for Ignorance, is it a probable thing, that Luther, 
Melanithon, Oecolampadius, Zainglius, Bucer, Calvin, or 
to come to our own Engliſh Reformers , that Arche 
biſhop Cranmer, and others, who .had all. been Papiſts 
themſelves, ſhould be ignorant what was taught and 
praftiſed in the Church of Rowe £ It is now thought 
1nthis very Cauſe a very. conſiderable Proof, that Pro- 
teſtants do Mif-repreſent Papiſts, becauſe ſome Papiſts 
deny ſuch Do&rines and PraCtices as Proteſtangs charge 
them with ; and, fay they, can you think that Papilts 
do not underſtand their own Religion better than Pro» 
teſtants .do> Now though this may be made a Que. 
ſion, and I am very apt to'think, .that compare the 
Learned and the Unlearned Proteſtants and Papiſts toges 
ther, there are more.Proteſtants than Papiſts, who un+ 
derſtand Popery ; and not only Experience verifies 
this, but .there is a plain reaſon why ut ſhould be fo ; 
becauſe it is the Principle of Proteſtants, that they muſt 
neither believe nor disbelieve any thing, without under- 


ſtanding it ; but an implicite Faith in, the Church gq- . 


verns the unlearned Papiſts, and many of thoſe wha 
ſhould be learned too. | 


But let that be as it, will, this Argyment: Gggifies no» | 
thing to our firſt Reformers : for if Papiſts may, be.pre» 
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ſamed to underſtand their own Religion, rhe firſt Re- 
formers, who were all educated in Popery, might be as 
well preſumed to underſtand what Popery then was ; 
and therefore there can be no reaſon to ſuſpeQ that they 
Miſ-repreſented Popery out of Ignorance. 

| Nor is it more probable, that they ſhould Mif-repre- 
ſent Popery out of Intereſt and Defign : for if the 
were' conſcious to themſelves, that Popery was not ſo 
bad as they repreſent it to be, why ſhould they them- 
ſelves have ſet up for Reformers? and what hope could 
they have, that at that time, when Popery was fo well 
known, they ſhould perſwade the World tobelieve their 
Mifrepreſentations > + . 
. Was it fo deſirable a thing for men to bring all the 
Powers of the Church and Court of Rome upon them- 
felves, meerly to gratifie a Mif-repreſenting humour 2 
Do theſe men remember what our Reformers ſuffered, 
for Sppoſing Popery ? the: loſs of their Eſtates, their Li: 

ies, their Lives, all the: Vengeance of a blind ant! 

enraged Zeal? And did they undergo all this with ſuch 
conſtancy and Chriſtian patience, only for the fake of 
telling Lyes, and raiſing ſcandalous Reports of the 
Church of. Rowe > We think it a very good Ar 
ment, that the Apoſtles and firſt Preachers of Chriſti 


nity were very honeſt men, and had no _— to cheat 
n 


the World, becauſe they ſerved no worldly Intereſt by 
it ; but chearfully expoſed themſelves to all manner of 
Sufferings in Preaching the Goſpel : and why does not 
the ſame Argument prove our firſt Reformers to be 
honeſt men, and then they could not be wilful Miſ-re- 
preſenters > - | . 
Nay, if we will but allow themto have been cunnin 

men (and it is evident, they did not want wit)they woulc 
never have undertaken ſo hopeleſs adefign,as to run down 


Popery 
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Papery meerly by MifFrepreſenting it ; when, had their 
Exceptions againſt Popery been onely Mif-repreſentati- 
ons of, their own,. all the World could have confuted 
them : had the firſt Reformers been onely Mif-repreſen- 
ters, can we think, that they could have impoſed npon 
ſuch vaſt numbers of Men, Learned and Unlearned, who 
knew and ſaw what Popery was? They were no Fools 
themſelves, and therefore could not hope to impoſe ſuch 
a Cheat upon the World, | 

2. Ask them again, How old this Complaint is, of 
Proteſtant Mifrepreſentations of Popery 2 how long it 
has been diſcovered, that Popery-has been thus Abuſed 
and Miſ-repreſented > were the firſt Reformers charged 
with theſe Miſ-repreſentations by their Adverfaries in 
thoſe days? did they deny, thar -they gave Religious 
Worſhip to Saints, and Angels, and the Virgin Mary, to 
Images and Reliques 2- did they cry out of Mif-reprefen- 
tations, when they were charged with fach Dof&trines 
and Practices as theſe 3 or did they defend them, and en- 


deavour to anſwer thoſe Arguments which the Reforms-- 


ers brought againſt them? And yet methinks if Pope-- 
ry had been ſo groſly Miſ-repreſented by the Reformers, 
this would as ſoon have been diſcovered by the Learned 
Papiſts of thoſe days, as by our late Repreſenter; but it 


is moſt likely they did not then think Po ſo much. 


MiCreprefented, for if they had, they would certainly 
have-complained of it:' So that the high improbability 


of the thing, is a ſaffictent'Reaſon to' Unlearned Prote-- 


teſtants, to reje& this Charge of Proteſtant Mif-repre- 
ſentations of Popery, as nothing elſe but a Popiſh Calum- 
ny againſt Proteſtants ; and to conclude, that if Popery 
be Miſ-repreſented 'nqw, it is onely by themſelves, and 
that is the very truth of the Caſe; | 


Secondly, 
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.- Secondly, Let us confider this Charge of Mif-repreſen- 


tations in-the Confequences of it : It would a little puz» - ' 


zle a, man to, gueſs, what ſervice they intend to go the 
Church of Rome by it. -For, 7 | 
1. By complaining'of ſuch Mifſ-repreſentations of Po- 
pery, they plainly confeſs, that thoſe Do&rines and Pra- 
ices, which we charge the Church of Reme with, are ve- 
ry. bad, and fit to be rejeted- and abhorred of all Chri- 
1a6s. This theRepreſenter himſelf confeſſes, and is ve- 
-ry Copious and Rhetorical upon it. Now this is of migh- 
ty dangerous conſequence ; for if it appears, that we have 
not Mifrepreſented them, that the DoEtrines and Pra- 
Qices we charge them with, are truly the Dottrines and 
Pradtices of the Church of Rowe, then by their own con- 
feſlion, Popery is a very bad Religion, and to be rejefted 
by Chriſtians : Then there was a very juſt reaſon for our 
Separation from the. Church of Rowe, and we are. no 
longereither Schiſmaticksor-Hereticks; and-f the Cauſe 
be put.upon this Iflae, we! need deſire no. better Vindi- 
cation of the:'Church of Eng/and: for if they cannot 
prove us Hereticks or Schiſmaticks, till: they can prove 
us Mif-repreſenters, I believe, we are pretty ſecure for this 
Ape. - | 
| = Theſe men, who complain ſo much of Mifrepre- 
ſenting, endeavour to make the Do&trines of the Church 
of Rome, look as like Proteſtant DoCtrines, as poſlibly 
they can, as if there. were little or no difference between 
them :; Now methinks this is no great reaſon for-a Pro- 
teſtant to turn Papiſt, that the Popiſh Faith is ſo much 
the better, the nearer it comes to the Proteſtant Faith. 
The truth is; the chief Myſtery in this late Trade of Re- 
Preſenting and Mikrepreſenting, is ao more but this, to 
Joy a Proteſtant Faith with Popyſh Praftices; to believe 
as Proteſtants do, and to do as Papiſts do. As to give 
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ſome few inſtances of this in the Papiſt Mifreprefented 

2ndR ted. 

' The Papi Repreſented; belizves it damnable to Worſhip 

Stocks and Stones. for Gods, to Pray to Piftares or Images of 

Chrift, the Virgin Mary, or any other Saints. This 13 
pood Proteſtant, Dodtrint : byr then this Papiſt fays his 
rayers before an Image, Kneels and Bows before it, and 


ays all extertal AQs of Adoratiqn to Chrift and .the 
bg as repreſented by their Inyges 3 though 7* & wor 
properly the Tmage he honours, But Chrift and his Saints by 
the Images. Which is down-right Popery in PraCtice. 

Thus he believes it is a moF? danenable Idolatry, to make 
Gods of men, either living or dead. Which is the Prote- 
ſtant Faith: but yet he prays to Saints, and beggs their 
Interceſſion, without heheving them to be Gods, or his 
Redeemers ; which is Popery in Pradtice. 

He believes it damnable, tg think the Virgin Mary more 
powerful in Heaven than ChrifF. Which is Proteſtant Do- 
drine : but yer he prays to Her oftner than either to God 
or Chriſt, ſays ten Ave-Maries for one Pater Noſter ; 

. Which is a Popiſh Devotion. . 

He believes it unlawful to commit Idolatry, and moi? 
damnable to Worſhip any Breaden God. Which is ſpoke 
like a Proteſtant ; but yet he pays Divine Adoration to 
the Sacrament, which is done like a Papiſt. And thus in 
moſt of thoſe thirty ſeven Particulars of the double Cha- 
raters of a Papiſt Mif-repreſented, his great Art is to Re- 
concile a Proteſtant Faith with Popiſh PraQices. 

\. So that this new way of Repreſenting Popery, is no 
reaſon to a Proteſtant to alter his Faith, becauſe, it ſeems, 
they believe in many things juſt as we do; but, I think, 
it is a very great reaſon for a Papiſt to alter his Pratice, 
becauſe a Proteſtant Faith and Popiſh Worſhip do not 
very well agree. Thoſe who would not make Gods - 
= Se N Stocks 
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Stocks and Stones, of dead Men and Women, had certaign» - 
ly better not Worſhip them, which is the moſt certain 
wary aut coal thews Gady © add of whe FITS: 
ſuch damnable Idolatry to Worſhip.a Breaden God, in my 


Opinion, are on the fafer ſide not to Worſhip the vi 
Species of Bread in the Euchariſt, Let but our Prore- 
ant obſerve this, That when they would Repreſent Po- 
pery moſt favourably, they cicher fay what Proteſtants 
' do, or ſomething as like it, as they can, and he will ſee 
no 4eaſon, cither to change his Faith or his PraQice. 
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